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Foreword

Our pleasure in publishing John Hattendorf’s Newport Paper on maritime strategy
arises from several sources. The Naval War College Press is pleased to republish and
make more broadly available an essay that had become a standard reference work for
those few fortunate enough to be both cleared for and fascinated by the evolution of
postwar American strategy. This edition reproduces the Hattendorf analysis as it was
first presented and published in 1989. The new elements—the now declassified NIE,
the comprehensive updating by Peter Swartz of his earlier bibliographies, and the selec-
tive time line created by Yuri Zhukov under Hattendorf’s direction—only enhance

Hattendorf’s original analytic core.

Even more important are the links between this essay and the Press’s broader commit-
ment to publishing and supporting the best work in maritime history. We have devel-
oped a notable series of naval biographies, most recently a splendid volume of Admiral
H. Kent Hewitt’s memoirs, edited by Evelyn Cherpak. We look forward to working with
the materials developed by the project on the Cold War at Sea, a comprehensive effort
led by John Hattendorf and Lyle Goldstein, with collaboration between the Naval War
College, the Watson Institute of Brown University, and the Saratoga Foundation. We
also hope for further historical efforts mounted by the new NWC Maritime History

Department.

We appreciate the support we have received in declassifying the Hattendorf essay and
obtaining the NIE from Peter Swartz and David Rosenberg, as well as the expert assis-
tance of Ms. Jo-Ann Parks (JIL Information Systems) in the finalization of the manu-
script. We express special appreciation also to Ms. Patricia Goodrich, guiding editor of

the Newport Papers throughout much of the last decade, for this, her last hurrah.

Perhaps most important for the Press itself and for our readers, this essay sharpens our
own sense of history. It recounts a fascinating story and also reflects the significant role
that the Naval War College, the Strategic Studies Group, and individual leaders, past
and present, played in this critical period of strategy making. It is rare to have as au-
thoritative an account of the difficult, complex process of strategy making as that
which Hattendorf produced within a very short time after the events themselves. Much

has changed in the international context since then; but the fundamental tasks of



conceptualization, assessment of ends and means, and focused implementation of
strategy remain the challenges for all those who wish to secure their nation’s safety and

security. This essay provides a valuable guide to this critical enterprise.

i el

CATHERINE McARDLE KELLEHER
Editor, Naval War College Press

April 2004



General Preface

To understand a series of events in the past, one needs to do more than just know a set
of detailed and isolated facts. Historical understanding is a process to work out the best
way to generalize accurately about something that has happened. It is an ongoing and
never-ending discussion about what events mean, why they took place the way they
did, and how and to what extent that past experience affects our present or provides a
useful example for our general appreciation of our development over time. Historical
understanding is an examination that involves attaching specifics to wide trends and
broad ideas. In this, individual actors in history can be surprised to find that their ac-
tions involve trends and issues that they were not thinking about at the time they were
involved in a past action as well as those that they do recognize and were thinking
about at the time. It is the historian’s job to look beyond specifics to see context and to

make connections with trends that are not otherwise obvious.

The process of moving from recorded facts to a general understanding can be a long
one. For events that take place within a government agency, such as the U.S. Navy, the
process can not even begin until the information and key documents become public
knowledge and can be disseminated widely enough to bring different viewpoints and

wider perspectives to bear upon them.

This volume is published to help begin that process of wider historical understanding and
generalization for the subject of strategic thinking in the U.S. Navy during the last phases of
the Cold War. To facilitate this beginning, we offer here the now-declassified, full and
original version of the official study that I undertook in 1986-1989, supplemented by three
appendices. The study attempted to record the trends and ideas that we could see at the
time, written on the basis of interviews with a range of the key individuals involved and on
the working documents that were then still located in their original office locations, some
of which have not survived or were not permanently retained in archival files. We publish it

here as a document, as it was written, without attempting to bring it up to date.

To supplement this original study, we have appended the declassified version of the
Central Intelligence Agency’s National Intelligence Estimate of March 1982, which was
a key analysis in understanding the Soviet Navy, provided a generally accepted consen-
sus of American understanding at the time, and provided a basis around which to de-
velop the U.S Navy’s maritime strategy in this period. A second appendix is by Captain
Peter Swartz, U.S. Navy (Ret.), and consists of his annotated bibliography of the public
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debate surrounding the formulation of the strategy in the 1980s, updated to include
materials published through the end of 2003. And finally, Yuri M. Zhukov has created
especially for this volume a timeline that lays out a chronology of events to better un-

derstand the sequence of events involved.

The study and the three appendices are materials that contribute toward a future historical
understanding and do not, in themselves, constitute a definitive history, although they are
published as valuable tools toward reaching that goal. To reach closer to a definitive under-
standing, there are a variety of new perceptions that need to be added over time. With the
opening of archives on both sides of the world, and as scholarly discourse between Russians
and Americans develop, one will be able to begin to compare and contrast perceptions with
factual realities. As more time passes and we gain further distance and perspective in seeing
the emerging broad trends, new approaches to the subject may become apparent. Simul-
taneously, new materials may be released from government archives that will enhance our

understanding. New perceptions can also be expected from other quarters.

An example of this has already been made in a recent doctoral thesis completed at Kiel
University in Germany. There, in late 2000, a retired German naval officer, Wilfried
Stallmann, wrote a successful doctoral thesis on “U.S. Maritime Strategy after 1945: De-

»l

velopment, Influence, and Affects on the Atlantic Alliance.”” Working under the guidance
of one of Germany’s most prominent naval historians, Professor Dr. Michael Salewski,
Stallmann used his wide personal experience as a German naval and NATO staff officer
with his education as a graduate of both the Naval War College’s Naval Staff College in
1974 and of its Naval Command College in 1988 to complement his academic studies in
medieval and modern history, political science, and law. In his thesis, Stallmann made an
unusual and important contribution in German academic practice by using data from
maritime history to verify a thesis in political science that contrasted the substance of
American strategy with the academic preparation given to professional officers. He con-
cluded that the development of American maritime strategy over the fifty-year period of
the Cold War conformed only in the exceptional case to the ideal and logical path of
strategy making that is taught in U.S. and allied professional military colleges, as they link

national interests, policy, strategy, and operations in a hierarchical way.

Stallmann’s thesis is an important academic contribution that leads its readers to think
about a historical situation, but also stimulates further practical questions for profes-
sionals to ask on the basis of a specific historical experience. His work poses a double-
sided question for reflection. On the one hand, it leaves us to ask whether or not the
U.S. Navy effectively uses appropriate educational insights as its officers engage in the
process of formulating maritime strategy. On the other hand, one is left to ponder the

quality and nature of what is formulated as strategy.
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For a professional involved in either military education or in the development of na-
tional maritime strategy, these are very useful and profitable questions to pose in ap-
plying historical understanding to current issues. Materials such as those provided here
can help lead to a critical understanding of historical events that may possibly result in
improved professional performance and to better understanding in this professional
realm for the future. In this particular case, one can weigh the relative importance and
influence of organized educational institutions like the Naval War College and special

groups like the CNO Strategic Studies Group.

This is an example of a very specialized and professional application of historical un-
derstanding, but it is not the only one that may arise. Examination of the process in-
volved in the creation of the maritime strategy in this period can educate decision
makers in government and in Congress as to the ways the Navy has used in formulating
recent strategy.” Further, a case study such as this is interesting and useful to those in
uniform within the naval service, as it recognizes individuals and their convictions,
showing that they matter enormously during critical and important times in American
naval history. Indeed, the study provides examples of innovation, leadership, and un-
derstanding that may make useful models for others interested in working toward in-

tellectual and organizational change of the most fundamental dimensions.

To civilian academics, there are a wide range of possible uses for the type of informa-
tion materials presented here. Among them, the story here shows how new, innovative
understanding was introduced and propagated within a bureaucracy. The historical
narrative can also provide some help in quite a different, but in an equally important,
quest as one looks to see what motivated government officials to take certain actions
and how they reacted to the Soviet Navy’s challenge and to what degree they accurately

interpreted Soviet intentions and actions.

For the general American public, a historical understanding of this same case involves
another dimension, as it seeks to understand what the role of the U.S. Navy has been in
the Cold War and what responsible government officials planned to do with the assets
under their care. A narrative such as this can raise penetrating questions as to whether
the ideas presented here were a wise use of national resources in peacetime or to in-
sightful, counterfactual speculation as to what the judgment might have been if there

had been an open conflict with the Soviet Union.

All such differing insights are to be found in the process by which we seek historical
understanding and research, write, read, and study naval history. History is a tale of
endless fascination. Not merely entertaining, it leads us to form our own understand-
ing and our own convictions about the past that form our attitudes toward the present

and the future.
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Preface to the First Edition

This study is the sixth in a series of The Newport Papers published by the Center for
Naval Warfare Studies, Naval War College, since 1981." It is the full, classified version
from which the author developed the unclassified, article-length version that was pub-
lished in the Naval War College Review in 1988.”

The purpose of this history of “The Evolution of the U.S. Navy’s Maritime Strategy,
1977-1986” is to provide a single study that summarizes some of the main trends in
American naval strategic thinking over the past decade and that might serve as a useful
starting point for those who are entering upon responsibilities in war planning. The
emphasis of the study is on trying to understand the origins, the rationale, and the ob-
jectives of the people who put forward the various strategic ideas, noting how various
contributions have complemented one another in a larger picture. The historian faced
with a project such as this will encounter many pitfalls and cannot expect to write a
definitive history so soon after the events. Indeed, as one pundit said, “those who follow
the heels of history too closely may well be kicked in the teeth.” Despite that warning,
we have attempted to describe the issues dispassionately, to give credit where credit is
due, and to avoid political squabbles while seeking to serve the larger purpose of con-
tributing to strategic thought. Despite all efforts, we have not been able to interview
everyone who was involved nor have we received responses from everyone to whom we
sent the drafts for review. We have also not had access to all documents, and we have
imposed our own limitation on the work by keeping it at the secret level of classifica-
tion. In order to improve future understanding, readers are encouraged to report to the
President of the Naval War College any factual corrections in the text and to provide
documents and information on any aspect that may have been overlooked

inadvertently.

October 1989 J.B.H.






Introduction

In relation to abstract analysis, this is a case study of the process by which a strategy
was developed and applied within the present American defense establishment. As one
reads this detailed study, he may evaluate the effort while bearing in mind the broad as-
pects involved in the rational development of a strategy through an understanding of
national aims, technological and geographical constraints, and relative military abili-
ties. As academic theorists have pointed out, these strictly rational calculations are
commonly offset by institutional interests, bureaucratic politics, and conflict among
decision makers. In addition, the complex task of war planning requires simplification
and organization of concepts into a framework by which an organization’s leaders can
provide a basis for the education of new participants as well as guidelines for standard
procedures and approaches to analysis. The process of using this conceptual framework
can have a tendency to introduce elements of bias into a decision maker’s perceptions
and to influence his selection of choices. This may lead to a strategist ignoring issues

that do not fit into his established categories or preferences.'

The American system of strategic planning is a pluralistic one that involves four levels

at which people make statements of strategy:

* High policy established at the level of the President and modified or supported by

Congress.
 War planning, the general conceptual plans for war, is done by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

+ Program planning, the system of coordinated weapons procurement, is accompanied
by statements of strategy that define the rationale for the weapons involved and is

done by each service and coordinated by the Secretary of Defense.

+ Operational planning, the preparation of precise plans for wartime operations, is

done by the various unified and specified commanders in chief.

In theory, the four levels of strategy making should directly complement one another
with high policy establishing the goals and objectives for both program planning and

war planning, while they, in turn, reflect operational planning. In practice, some
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academics argue that the theory has rarely, if ever, been achieved. Each level of strategy
making has its own set of needs and constraints produced by the nature of the system,
thereby producing the possibility for contradiction and disjunctions. Each decision-
making element within each of the various levels of strategy making can be led away
from a strictly rational calculation of strategy.” This is caused by the practical necessity
to simplify complex issues involving a high degree of uncertainty and by the motivated
bias created through the interaction of bureaucratic interests. These factors, which are
present in nearly every system of governmental machinery, require constant reevaluation
and adjustment in the effort to reach a rational application of strategy. That rational cal-
culus is, however, forever changing as political events and technological developments
alter the situation on the global stage. Thus, the development of strategy is a perpetual

process of questioning, application, and reexamination.



The Evolution of Naval Thinking in the 1970s

The Ambiance of the 1970s

Writing in the mid-1970s, Admiral Thomas H. Moorer declared “the United States is
crossing the threshold of the last quarter of the 20th century in a mood of apprehen-
sion and confusion—confusion over America’s place in a rapidly changing world and
over the correct path to a dimly perceived future.”' This thought reflected the anguish
and pessimism that had marked much of the previous decade for American service-
men. As former Under Secretary of the Navy Robert J. Murray later described it, “it is
hard to think of a more chaotic decade than the period between the assassination of
President Kennedy in 1963 and Nixon’s resignation in 1974.”* There was too much to
think about during those years to deal with issues of broad national or naval strategy.
Officers were “fragged,” schools seemed to stop teaching, moral values were deprecated,
children were disaffected. Adults as well as children found it difficult to find their way
as they saw families collapsing, riots breaking out in cities, and even the sight of Wash-

ington, D.C., burning.

Then, after the United States withdrew from Vietnam, along came events in Ethiopia,
Angola, Afghanistan, and Iran, which clearly demonstrated that the American position
in international politics was not faring well, while the Soviet Union seemed to be hav-
ing great success. As these events added insult to injury, they evoked a changing mood
among leaders within the U.S. Government following the stabilizing influence of
Gerald Ford’s presidency. Beginning under President Jimmy Carter, the United States
began to move outward again, using her armed forces to complement her foreign pol-
icy and establishing a clear trend in the use of U.S. naval and military force as a politi-

. 3
cal instrument.

Of the 71 incidents that occurred in the ten-year period between 1975 and 1984, 58, or
81 percent, involved the use of naval forces. Of those 58 incidents, 35 involved the use
of aircraft carriers. During that same time frame, strategic nuclear forces seemed to

play a declining and less obvious role, while conventional forces became much more
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FIGURE 1
Incidents of uses of U.S. Armed Forces as a Political Instrument*
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* Philip D. Zelikow, “The United States and the Use of Force: A Historical Summary.” Draft. Unpublished.

important. In American foreign relations during the 30-year period 1946 to 1975, the
presence of nuclear forces played a role on 19 different occasions. By contrast, there
was no explicit political use of nuclear weapons for political purposes in the period
from 1975 to 1984."

These trends in American foreign policy were paralleled by a number of other separate,
but interlocking, developments. First, there became evident visible signs that the con-
fusion that had developed about naval theory was coming to an end. Secondly, there
was a clear resurgence in general strategic thinking in many areas of the U.S. armed
forces as well as in the academic world. Thirdly, the U.S. Navy had been engaged for a
number of years in rebuilding its own forces to replace the block obsolescence of about
half of the U.S. surface fleet. Finally, while these developments were in progress, the So-
viet Navy had reached a new capability in its own dramatic development since 1962
and were now regarded as a global naval power. All these trends marked the central fea-

tures of the ambiance in which new American naval thinking began to take shape.

Naval Theory Refined

Theory has never been an attractive area of study for naval officers, yet naval theorists
work on an important subject that can both reflect and inform those whose concerns
are strictly practical. Up to and including World War II, American naval strategists
clearly based their fundamental theoretical concepts on the ideas that Alfred Thayer
Mahan had expressed a half century earlier. The experience of World War II, particularly
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the decisive battles of the Pacific War, largely confirmed American faith in his ideas, but
in the years following 1945, the challenge presented by new technology, particularly by
nuclear weapons, missiles and electronics, seemed to make the old ideas inappropriate
to a new and different era. Indeed the Cold War stressed the importance of an area
which Mahan had not developed at all: the political uses of sea power in peacetime.’ In
America, the most widely read theoretical works on navies written in the postwar pe-
riod were those by academic writers such as Laurence W. Martin, Edward Luttwak, Ken
Booth, as well as the diplomat Sir James Cable, all of whom examined the political uses

of navies—short of war.

A small, but less well-known group of thinkers centered at the Naval War College con-
sistently devoted its effort to creating a thoroughly modern synthesis of major strategic
ideas for wartime. The dominant figure in this work was Rear Admiral Henry E. Eccles,
who was joined by Dr. Herbert Rosinski and Dr. William Reitzel, among others. Taken
together, their work was designed to define with semantic precision the nature of naval
strategy for modern warfare and to put in writing the core of what senior naval officers
should understand intuitively and be prepared to develop into practical, operationally

sound strategic plans for naval forces.’

Eccles expanded on Rosinski’s definition that strategy is the comprehensive direction
of power to control situations and areas in order to attain broad objectives. Since strat-
egy is comprehensive, Eccles wrote, “it looks at the whole field of action. But since re-
sources are always limited, the strategist must identify those minimum key areas and
situations in relation to time and distance and the availability of tactical and logistics

resources.” As Eccles so distinctly defined the matter, in practical terms:
A strategic concept is a verbal statement of:
What to control
For what purpose
To what degree
When to initiate control
How long to control
And, in general, how to control in order to achieve the strategic objective.’

Another naval officer, Rear Admiral Joseph C. Wylie, took this concept one step further.
For him, the common factor in all power struggles is the concept of control. “Military
control, or military affairs in the broad sense, can seldom be taken up in isolation,”

Wylie wrote. “Military matters are inextricably woven into the whole social fabric. And
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that is why a general theory of strategy must, I believe, be a theory of power in all its

forms, not just a theory of military power.”

Complementing these definitions, Eccles presaged much of what younger officers
would attempt to do later in formulating the Maritime Strategy of the early 1980s. In
Eccles’s mind, the term naval strategy was a term too easily used for polemic purposes
to enhance naval appropriations, the domestic political position of naval authorities,
and to protect the navy from similar polemicists in the air force and the army. How-
ever, Eccles emphatically believed that the understanding of the naval aspects of an
overall maritime strategy and of the creation and wide employment of naval forces is
vitally important. Maritime power is but one of the elements of overall national power
and of national strategy. “Maritime power is indispensable to the attainment and em-
ployment of purposeful ‘great power,” Eccles wrote. “Seapower cannot be understood

save as a component of maritime power, and thus, naval strategy cannot stand alone.”

The work of naval theorists within the U.S. Navy concentrated on the uses of the navy
in wartime, but extended their thinking to include not only peacetime political applica-
tions but also the relationships of naval strategy to the broader aspects of maritime and
national power. There was a clear realization within the navy that naval force must be
coordinated and related to other aspects of national power. Not the least important as-
pect in their thinking was the understanding that conventional naval forces had a role
to play in a world of nuclear deterrence, parity of forces, and deterrence. The general
trend in professional naval thought was to accept these factors as replacements for the
traditional prenuclear idea of battles between fleets on a grand scale with no holds
barred. The modern version of total war was a definition of nuclear war, yet profes-
sional thinkers had moved beyond total horror at that prospect and had begun to ex-
amine the nature of such conflicts. Clearly, there were variations in the way nuclear
weapons might be used; they might be employed either massively, selectively, or after a
preliminary phase of conventional warfare. In an age when continual crises seemed to
exist and when regional tensions between political blocs were dealt with in the context
of the strategic nuclear balance, there seemed to be a multiplicity of possible situations
in which lower level conflicts might result." These very situations heightened the im-
portance for concepts of strategic control and for the interrelationship of naval forces

with other types of national power.

This general trend in thinking was a significant alteration in American viewpoint. For
nearly a quarter of a century, American military and naval thinking had been based on
the notion that deterrence required the explicit threat of escalation to the nuclear level.
That threat alone was once considered to be sufficient to preclude warfare. By the 1970s,

military thinkers had returned to the idea that warfare was likely to be as frequent an
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occurrence in the future as it had been in the past. Moreover, the circumstances of con-
flict could involve a greater range and complexity than ever before." This understanding
implied that there was a large prospect for the use of substantial conventional forces,
even in the nuclear age. While the opposing nuclear forces were about equal, thus even
less useful for political purposes, conventional force seemed to gain utility not only in
its relation to the nuclear balance and in terms of deterrence, but also as an increment
of escalation. They contributed to the threat of escalation both horizontally through
geographical positioning, and vertically through the threat of a prolonged conventional

war in which economic and industrial strength would be the decisive factor.”

The Resurgence of Strategic Thinking in the U.S. Navy

The development of strategic thinking within the U.S. Navy goes back more than a cen-
tury. For most of that time, the navy has maintained contingency plans and analyzed
the ways in which naval power might be used in future wars. While there has never
been a clearly identified cadre of officers given specific responsibility for developing
naval strategy, the issues and ideas have been dealt with over the years by senior offi-
cials in Washington and by scattered groups of more or less intellectually inclined naval
officers working at the Naval War College, in OpNav, and on the staffs of fleet com-
manders. The entire history of the Naval War College, in fact, has been the story of re-
peated efforts to promote broad strategic thinking within the naval officer corps to
complement the ordinary, but incomplete, emphasis on technological developments

and new weapons.

In the early 1970s (1970-1974), as Chief of Naval Operations (CNO), Admiral Elmo
Zumwalt faced these same problems and took dramatic action to try to correct them.
He established the Navy Net Assessment Group to create a gauge by which the U.S.
Navy could measure its effectiveness against the Soviets and he sponsored “Project
2000” to provide a long-range review of policy beyond the five-year planning cycles
initiated by Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara (21 January 1961-29 February
1968) in the previous decade. Paralleling this, Zumwalt fought to broaden naval think-
ing by revising the curriculum at the Naval War College.” Carrying out this mission,
Vice Admiral Stansfield Turner noted a relatively new problem when he castigated the
navy for “our increasing reliance on civilians and on ‘think tanks’ to do our thinking
for us.” While many people resented the implications of his remarks, he pointed to a se-

rious issue when he said,

We must be able to produce military men who are a match for the best of the civilian
strategists or we will abdicate control of our profession. Moreover, I am persuaded
that we can be a profession only as long as we ourselves are pushing the frontiers of

knowledge."
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Despite the initiatives that Zumwalt and Turner made in this area, no dramatic change
took place in terms of a permanent effect on the officer corps. Although the Naval War
College’s curriculum improved during Turner’s tenure and was better prepared to
make a long-term contribution, at that time the most influential and most promising
officers were not being sent to Newport as students. Thus, its influence was limited. In
Washington, at the same time, a few of the studies produced under Zumwalt’s initiative
began to have influence, particularly among those who had been involved with these
studies and remained in service to work on similar projects at the end of the 1970s.
Two projects in particular that were completed during Admiral Zumwalt’s tenure had
some impact on ideas developed later: Future Maritime Strategy Study (FUMAR) and
“U.S. Strategy for the Pacific/Indian Ocean Area in the 1970s.

»15

These studies had their origins in late 1970. Following the issue of a Secretary of De-
fense memo on 16 December 1970 providing “Tentative Strategic Guidance,” Admiral
Zumwalt stated his desire to have a series of related regional studies and requested a
plan for carrying them out. These studies, as well as others in progress, were designed
to contribute to the future maritime strategy study sponsored in OpNav by OP-06.
This study was designed to examine policy and strategy, both worldwide and regional,
under conditions short of general war in the period 1975-1985." Significantly, the
study plan for FUMAR noted,

Strategy has traditionally been associated with war, preparation for war, and the wag-
ing of war. As war and modern societies and politics have become more complicated,
strategy of necessity has required increasing consideration of nonmilitary matters:
economic, political, psychological and sociological. Thus strategy has become more than

merely a military concept and tends toward the coordinated execution of statecraft.”

In May 1973, the Director of Navy Program Planning, (OP-090), Rear Admiral Thomas
B. Hayward, promulgated the study. In his forwarding letter, he noted that the study had
been designed to determine the complementary elements of U.S. national power and the
role and relationship between types of general purpose military forces in advancing U.S.
interests. Among other things, he noted that the study had concluded that “the optimum
type of general purpose forces for the U.S. will be forces which are politically and strate-
gically mobile and that are effectually linked to quick reaction strategic reserve forces and
to the strategic nuclear force.” Moreover, Hayward underscored the value of the study
when he concluded that it “provides many imaginative and original concepts which can

provide a basis for future analysis and refinement of naval strategic concepts.”"

The second study, which followed on from this, was “U.S. Strategy for the Pacific—
Indian Ocean Area in the 1970s.” Personally tasked by Zumwalt and carried out
in OP-605 by Captain William Cockell, who had also been heavily involved in the
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FUMAR study as well. Cockell sought to look at the Pacific-Indian Ocean area as a
single, strategic entity. Like FUMAR, the new study was broader than a military
study. With the assistance of a contractor, Arthur D. Little Inc., economic and trade
factors were included, as well as the problem of oil transport, well before interna-
tional attention was focused on these issues. Simultaneously, the study provided sup-
port for the case of building up Diego Garcia as an Indian Ocean naval base, while at
the same time looking at the entire strategic situation along the whole Asian littoral

from the Persian Gulf to northeast Asia.

About the same time, Captain Cockell and Captain Curt Shellman carried out a third
study for Zumwalt in OP-06. The subject of this study was to define the navy’s nuclear
strategy and force structure in the context of a sensible national strategy. Zumwalt saw
this as an essential bit of groundwork to assist him in developing the navy’s position in
relation to the Strategic Arms Limitation area—following Senator [Henry M. “Scoop”]
Jackson’s criticism of the Joint Chiefs of Staff for not having done their homework for
SALT 1. The Cockell-Shellman study provided the concept for Fleet Ballistic Missile
Submarine (SSBN) involvement with hard-kill capability and laid the groundwork for
the Trident II (D-5) program, which was just then coming to fruition. Throughout,
Zumwalt accepted the logic in the study, despite the fact that OP-96 and OP-90 op-
posed it, fearing that a major new submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) pro-

gram would drain resources from other important programs.

In the 1960s and 1970s, the official Department of Defense statement of naval missions
did not change, yet within that same time frame, the long-term naval force goals that
the navy used did change. In 1975, the goal was set at 575 ships by Secretary of Defense
James Schlesinger (1973-1975); in 1976 Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld (1975-
1977) set it at 600; in 1977-1978, Secretary of Defense Harold Brown (1977-1981) set
it at 425-500 ships. The variance in these number goals reflected the difference in judg-
ment as to what was prudent for the country to plan for in facing the uncertainties of
the future. The high numbers reflected estimates that focused on a future world war in-
volving the Soviet Union. The low numbers, particularly the 400-ship figures used by
the Carter administration in their 1977 DoD Consolidated Guidance, reflected the idea
that the U.S. Navy’s surface fleet should be designed for peacekeeping operations and
for conflicts in which the Soviet Union chose not to be involved, while at the same time

maintaining an edge of naval superiority over the Soviets.

In broad terms, the U.S. Navy’s budget and its plans for the future had been sharply re-
duced in the period immediately following the Vietnam War. From 1962 to 1972, the
navy had programmed the construction of 42 ships per year, but between 1968 and

1975 only 12 ships, or less than a third as many per year, were programmed. In 1975,
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given the age of ships already at sea, and the navy-expected service life for a warship of
25-30 years, the service anticipated retiring about 4 percent of the active fleet each
year. With this in mind in 1975, Secretary of the Navy J. William Middendorf (1974—
1977) declared, “looking ahead to 1980, for the navy to have a fleet of, say, 500 ships to
carry out its missions, we would have to triple the current ship-building average or at
least the ship-building average of the last 5, 6, 7 years.””
U.S. naval force had declined from 947 active ships to 478. In Fiscal Year 1976, total de-
fense spending was 24.8 percent of the federal total, the lowest share since fiscal year

1940. Even so, President Gerald Ford’s administration (1974-1977) was determined to

In the previous ten years, the

maintain U.S. naval superiority. “We cannot and will not let any nation dominate the

world seas. The United States must and it will,” Ford declared.”

While President Ford was committed to a policy of reversing this decline in U.S. naval
strength, Congress refused to approve all of his proposals. Expressing his concerns over
the deficiencies in the legislation’s authorization of $32.5 billion for procurement and

for research and development programs, Ford stated:

Congress has failed to authorize $1.7 billion requested for new ship programs that are
needed to strengthen our maritime capabilities and assure freedom of the seas. In par-
ticular, they have denied funds for the lead ships for two essential production pro-
grams—the nuclear strike cruiser and the conventionally powered AEGIS destroyer—
and for four modern frigates. The FY 1977 program was proposed as the first step of a
sustained effort to assure that the United States, along with its allies, can maintain
maritime defense, deterrence, and freedom of the seas. I plan to resubmit budget re-

quests for FY 1977 to cover these essential ship building programs.”

Despite setbacks, Ford was able to establish a strong plan to rebuild the navy. This plan
for new ships, however, was cut by the (President Jimmy) Carter administration
(1977-1981).

Meanwhile within the navy staff under Chief of Naval Operations Admiral James L.
Holloway III (1974-1978), thought was being given to long-range force levels and to
the question of “how to size a navy.” Studies were done for various naval force levels:
500, 600, 700, and 800 ships. Both the Atlantic and Pacific Fleets required a balanced
force of combatant ships, amphibious assault lift capabilities, support ships and appro-
priate aircraft. The 500-ship navy corresponded to retaining the then-current fleet size
with a reduction to 40 SSBNs and 12 carriers. The 800-ship figure corresponded to the
1984 fiscal year force objective recommended by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, while the 600
and 700-ship fleets were intermediate alternatives. The Five Year Defense Plan, which
had already been programmed, corresponded to a 588-ship fleet by fiscal year 1983
and, when extrapolated to fiscal year 1985, would be a 600-ship navy.
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A summary of the conclusion which the navy staff reached in these studies is shown in
the Table of Sea-Control Capabilities.” Five task groups would be stretched at the
500-ship level, but

The programmed force level [600 ships] will enable control of the Northeast Pacific,
Indian Ocean, the Atlantic below the GIUK Gap, and the Western Mediterranean. It
enables the U.S. to contest control of the South Pacific and the Arabian Sea. A 700-

TABLE OF SEA-CONTROL CAPABILITIES

SYMBOLS: + U.S. and Allied forces are likely to prevail.
a  Qutcome is uncertain for both sides.
- Enemy forces are likely to prevail.

NOMINAL ACTIVE FLEET SIZE (SHIPS) 500 600 700 800
CASE 1: [NATO-WARSAW PACT WAR]

Norwegian Sea o o - +
Mid-Atlantic CV operations # + + + +*
Atlantic SLOC (U.S.-Europe) # o - + +*
Western Mediterranean - + + +*
Eastern Mediterranean o o - +
No Soviet bases in Mid East + + +
U.S. wartime oil SLOC o o . +
Philippines—Japan/Korea SLOC o - +
Northeast Pacific & Valdez SLOC - + + +
Northeast Pacific o o o +
South Pacific o - + +
CASE 2: [US/PRC WAR IN ASIA]

Not studied

CASE 3: [US/USSR WAR OUTSIDE NATO REGION]

Western Mediterranean + + + +
Eastern Mediterranean o o - +
Arabian Sea o - + +
CASE 4: [UNILATERAL MILITARY ACTION BY U.S.]

Middle East/Korea o o - +
Elsewhere + + + +
CASE 5: [PEACETIME PRESENCE]

Generally o - - +
CASE 1 and 4: o o o -

* Most vital.

# We have the capability to gain ultimate control of the Atlantic below the GIUK Gap, but below the 700 and 800-ship levels, lack suf-
ficient surface combatants and V/STOL Support Ships to provide adequate protection of convoys during the 1-2 months of conflict
(prior to the attrition of Soviet submarines).

Source: Sea Control CPAM, Ser 96/559368, 15 May 1975, p.17.
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ship force would enable control of the above plus contest control of the Eastern Medi-
terranean and the Norwegian Sea. A 35 percent increase above the programmed force
level would provide an 800-ship navy which would enable control of the above plus

the Fastern Mediterranean, Northwest Pacific, and the Norwegian Sea.”

In examining the general issues, the Joint Chiefs had agreed that the planned force lev-
els would be inadequate for the United States to engage in unilateral military action

while at the same time be engaged in a NATO War with the Soviet Union.

Clearly, in the navy’s view, existing force levels were inadequate in 1975 to perform the
navy’s mission; however, increased funding to support the force levels already suggested
by the Five Year Defense Plan would meet the very basic requirements, though without
flexibility.

Continuing this analysis over the period of his term as Chief of Naval Operations, Ad-
miral Holloway focused on the 600-ship goal as a general objective. The Department of
Defense reported to Congress in January 1977 that over the following 15 years it would
need almost $90 billion more than the amount funded. With a force reaching 568 ships
by 1985, increasing to 638 in 1990, the navy could maintain both sea control and pres-
ence, but in the Indian Ocean this could not be done simultaneously with the other
theaters. In reaching this conclusion, the report stressed the basic issue in relating force

level budget decisions to strategy:

The size of a navy depends upon the wartime sea-control capabilities and power pro-
jection capacity it must possess, the forward deployment it must sustain in peacetime,

and the forces needed to maintain an appropriate U.S.-Soviet naval balance.™

To the public, it seemed as though the navy were a service in crisis, fending off zealous
advocates of systems analysis who were trying to tailor a fleet to fit a shrinking budget.
Secretary of Defense Brown seemed to be trying to bring the huge defense budget un-
der control by strengthening NATO’s land and air forces through reduction of the
navy’s role and budget. The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Program Analysis and
Evaluation, Russell Murray, was quoted as saying that DoD’s short-term objective was
to ensure that NATO would not be overwhelmed in the first few weeks of a blitzkrieg
war, and he advised that the navy should be concerned with local contingencies outside
the NATO area.”

At the same time, it appeared to the public that the navy was torn within by discor-
dant parochialism between aviators, submariners, and surface ship officers. Some ob-
servers commented that the aviators dominated the navy, and because of their
presumed devotion to carrier task force operations had not maintained a balanced

outlook in judgments on shipbuilding programs.” Under these circumstances, it was
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not surprising for academics to join the chorus. In a review of B. Mitchell Simpson’s
1977 book, War, Strategy and Maritime Power,” a collection of essays culled from the first
25 years of the Naval War College Review, the well-known defense analyst Edward N.
Luttwak asked, “What is a navy in the absence of a strategy? It is, in effect, a priest-
hood.” Without strategy to inform and guide naval officers, Luttwak argued, it is all

merely ritual and routine. “The United States,” Luttwak declared,

unavoidably needs a positive maritime strategy, i.e., a coherent statement of its own
role in the world with a consequent delineation of the maritime requirements of this
role. (Maritime rather than merely naval, because to a large extent naval force is
merely the protective framework for the use of oceans in all its aspects.) The source of
the problem is no mystery: we have no maritime strategy because we have no national
strategy. But this in turn is no excuse for the failure of the U.S. Navy as a corporate
body to formulate a coherent strategy. It merely means that the maritime strategy
must be defined in terms of a presumptive national strategy in the hope that the nation
will indeed accept the logic of the former, even if it does not fully acknowledge the lat-

ter. But this most basic of tasks continues to be evaded.”

These public criticisms were shared by many within the navy. Similar ideas were the ba-

sis for work that was just then getting started.

During the late 1970s, several developments occurred which had an impact on the
transition to widespread offensive thinking within the naval officer corps. Admiral
James L. Holloway III’s emphasis on developing carrier battle groups and surface ac-
tion groups were concepts that became the operational basis upon which later strategic
concepts were formed. In the area of strategic thinking, there were two important early
developments. Though sharing some qualities, their origins were different. One was the
“Sea Strike Strategy” project developed by Admiral Thomas B. Hayward as Com-
mander in Chief, Pacific Fleet, in 1977-1978. The other was “Sea Plan 2000,” which

originated in The Secretariat in Washington.

Sea Plan 2000

With the inauguration of President Jimmy Carter in January 1977, W. Graham Claytor
Jr. took office as Secretary of the Navy. In the following month, R. James Woolsey be-
came the Under Secretary. Upon taking up their responsibilities, both these men found
difficulty in accepting the naval portion of Presidential Review Memorandum—10
(PRM-10), which outlined the Carter administration’s defense policy. In their view,
PRM-10 reflected incoherence in structure and assumptions as well as disagreements
about different approaches and different naval force levels to implement strategy.

Claytor and Woolsey believed “that a naval force structure plan should be done that
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draws a clear distinction between capabilities and requirements, and which uses the
one to build on the other; that takes into account the full range of strategies and mis-
sions served by naval force; and that highlights the force posture implications of key as-
sumptions about foreign policy (e.g., Chinese-Soviet hostility, availability of Allies
forces and bases), the durability of NATO’s flanks, and other factors.”

9

Specifically, they wanted a new study that would show the strategies and missions that
forces then available could fulfill, the role of naval forces in a NATO war, intervention
(with and without the need to confront the Soviets), crisis management, and peacetime
presence. They wanted the study to be structured in a way that would allow the Presi-
dent, Secretary of Defense, and other senior national security policy makers to make
explicit choices about national policy and to relate their choices to the contributions
that naval forces could make. Believing that this approach, focusing on naval forces, cut
less across military department lines than other types of issues, Claytor asked that the

Navy Secretariat be given responsibility for coordinating a new study.”

On 1 August 1977, the Deputy Secretary of Defense directed the navy to undertake a
naval force planning study which was “to examine the most probable range of tasks for
Navy and Marine Corps forces for the balance of this century, and how well we would
be able to perform these tasks with forces sized on reasonable funding assumptions.” In
his letter covering the resulting paper, Secretary of the Navy Graham Claytor empha-
sized, “The Study linked policy objectives with warfighting capability,”" and that is the

essence of strategy.

Based in Washington, D.C., the Sea Plan 2000 Study Group was directed by Francis J.
West, Jr., from the Center for Advanced Research, Naval War College. The group mem-
bers included ten naval officers and two Marine Corps officers with technical assistance
provided by Presearch-Incorporated. The study was completed in March 1978 and for-
warded immediately to Secretary of Defense Harold Brown by Navy Secretary Claytor.
In his forwarding letter, Claytor stated that “while the study group admits the difficulty
of predicting the outcomes of wars we have not fought, I believe the insights it contains
are substantial, balanced, and will serve you well.”” In particular, Claytor noted four in-
sights in the study that impressed him as valuable:

+ In the next 30 years, U.S. naval forces will be far more constrained in carrying out
their work than they have been used to in the years since World War II. The rise of
the Soviet Navy as well as Third World forces has created capable opponents.

+ Surface ships will become increasingly survivable through AEGIS and other new ac-
tive and passive antisurface missile defense and antisubmarine warfare systems

(ASW), although action must be taken to counter a potential air threat in the 1990s.
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+ Itis important to have naval forces that are flexible and in balance for a wide range
of operations. There is great value in maintaining an offensive option on means

short of nuclear exchange and of carrying the war to the Soviets.

+ Naval forces permit the President to respond to crises flexibly and to the degree ap-

. .. 33
propriate to our arms and policies.

Looking back on Sea Plan 2000, one is impressed by its continuity with several strategic
concepts used in the Maritime Strategy, particularly with its points on deterrence of a
major war, exerting pressure on the Soviets, reinforcement of allies, and the perception

of the U.S.-Soviet naval balance.
Sea Plan 2000 pointed out the main policy-related measures that the U.S. Navy sup-

ported:™

Policy-Related Measures of Naval Capabilities

Maintain Stability

+ Forward deployments

+ Perceptions of naval power
Contain Crises

+ Capability to affect outcome ashore
+ Superiority at sea versus Soviets
Deter Global War

+ Protection of sea-lanes

+ Reinforce allies

* Pressure upon the Soviets

+ Hedges against uncertainties

In discussing these issues in detail, Sea Plan 2000 noted in particular that the possible
tasks for naval forces were interrelated. An offensive posture for American forces draws
Soviet resources away from threatening Western sea-lanes.” Thus, putting pressure
upon the Soviets through the threat of offensive action seemed to be an attractive op-
tion which could have impact on the equilibrium of the worldwide power balance as

well as in the more remote possibility of an actual, global war.™
As Sea Plan 2000 stated the issue:

In any major war, the destruction of the Soviet fleet and denial to the Soviets of access

to any ocean is a basic objective. This requires the close coordination of surface,
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submarine and sea-based air assets in an aggressive naval campaign. Denying the So-
viets access to the oceans provides the allies with post-hostility negotiation leverage.

The ability to achieve this objective has a significant impact on the attainment of other
important objectives, e.g., maintenance of important SLOCs [sea lines of communica-

tion] and support for allies.”

The possibility of doing this depended largely on the ability of the U.S. Navy to maintain
superiority, and the authors of Sea Plan 2000 noted ruefully, “The forward strategy link-
ing the U.S. to other continents requires use of the seas. While the perception that the
Soviets could deny the U.S. control of the seas is particularly damaging, such perception
is not warranted by the projected trends in technology. Whether it will be warranted by a
steady reduction in the size of the American fleet and the amount of forward deployment

. 38
remains to be seen.”

After reviewing the general strategic picture, Sea Plan 2000 went on to outline three al-
ternative options for U.S. naval force levels into the 1990s. Using President Carter’s de-
cision that the overall resources for national security would require a yearly real growth
of 3 percent, the plan focused on this level, providing for 535 active ships by fiscal year
1984. Looking on either side of this base, the Sea Plan 2000 study group analyzed an
option of 1 percent growth providing for 439 ships, and 4 percent growth providing for
585 ships. The study group determined that the 3 percent growth rate would result in a
future navy more sophisticated and somewhat larger than current forces, but which
only “hovers at the threshold of naval capability across the spectrum of possible uses,
given the risks associated with technical and tactical uncertainties.” The 4 percent op-
tion, however, provided “a high degree of versatility in the form of a wider range of

39

military and political action at a moderate increase in cost.

Within the navy, Sea Plan 2000 was considered a sound foundation for structuring the
size and capability of its forces." Outside, however, it came under considerable criti-
cism. In 1979, the U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) undertook an evaluation of
the navy’s work, entitled in draft, How Good is Navy Force Planning? This report con-
centrated on Sea Plan 2000 and a study entitled “Assessment of the Sea-Based Air Plat-
form Project,” as well as the then incomplete study entitled “The Sea-Based Air Master
Study Plan.” Severely criticizing Sea Plan 2000, the GAO report pointed out that none
of the three force level and funding options it examined could be achieved because they
were based on known unrealistic funding assumptions and that it was overly optimistic
and shortsighted in considering present day and future Soviet threats postulated by the
Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA). Moreover, GAO concluded that the assumptions
behind the study were questionable or unrealistic." Quoting from a speech at the Naval

War College by Edward R. Jayne, the Associate Director for National Security and
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International Affairs in the Office of Management and Budget, the report went on,
“only if the Navy, applying its own goals and expertise, sets more realistic priorities can
we hope to see a fully coherent and balanced Navy program in the future”"” Rather than
assume the carrier to be the centerpiece of future forces, GAO concluded that the navy’s
missions should be prioritized and analyses should be made of alternative ways to fulfill

its mission through land-based aircraft and surface ships armed with cruise missiles.”

In September 1979, GAO sent a copy of its draft report to the Secretary of Defense. As-
sistant Secretary of Defense Fred P. Wacker replied that DoD believed that the GAO re-
port could seriously mislead Congress because “it does not recognize that force
planning efficiency can be properly evaluated only in the context of the Planning, Pro-
gramming, and Budgeting System (PPBS) and the total force development process.”"
Sea Plan 2000 was written in a relatively short time by an ad hoc group convened by the
Secretary of the Navy “for the purpose of examining a special set of options,”* Wacker
pointed out. As a result of this letter, the GAO retitled its report. Instead of “How Good
is Navy Force Planning?” it was labeled “How Good are Recent Navy Studies Regarding

Future Forces?”

Project Sea Strike

Project Sea Strike had its origin in the thinking of Admiral Hayward when he was
Commander, U.S. Seventh Fleet, in 1976-1977. During that period, Hayward became
aware that it was not until the three-star level that a senior officer was faced with hav-
ing to make strategic decisions. As a ship’s commanding officer, one did not have the
necessary knowledge, and in most other positions one did not have the time to prepare
oneself. This insight gave Hayward the determination to do all that he could to encour-
age strategic thinking. As Seventh Fleet Commander, Hayward was disturbed that gen-
eral war planning in his fleet was Single Integrated Operation Plan (SIOP) oriented.
The Soviet Navy did not seem to be a major concern, and there seemed to be equally

little concern for the geopolitical factors in the world situation."

In 1977, Hayward became Commander in Chief, Pacific Fleet. There, he found a plan-
ning situation similar to that in the Seventh Fleet, and he set about in earnest to alter it.
He reviewed Pacific Fleet war plans, and found that those then in place required the
swing of forces from the Pacific into the Atlantic to concentrate our forces in the Euro-
pean Theater within the framework of NATO collective security, specifically for the
concept of flexible response called for in NATO’s MC 14/3. As Hayward reviewed the
international situation in 1977, he came to the conclusion that forces in the NATO area
were no longer strong enough to deter the Soviets. With nuclear parity, moreover, it
seemed to him that it was unlikely that MC 14/3 could be executed. As CINCPACFLT,
Hayward wanted to rethink naval strategy for the Pacific and in order to do this
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effectively, he reorganized his staff, reviving the concepts of organization and style that
Nimitz had employed as CINCPAC/CINCPOA in 1942-1945."” Captain James M.
Patton and Captain William Cockell were the key figures whom Hayward brought to
the staff to deal with strategy and war plans. In addition, he brought along his Seventh
Fleet science advisor, Dr. Al Brandstein, who played a major role in the analysis that
underlay work in this area. Together, they faced a difficult task in trying to reorient na-
tional policy from the office of a distant fleet commander, but Hayward set out in 1977
by establishing a continuing project which he called “Sea Strike.” Never a published
study, it was a briefing that Hayward used to try to influence policy makers and get
across his ideas to planners. Only one copy of the briefing was made, and Hayward and
Patton together gave it about a dozen times, including presentations to CINCPAC, the
Joint Chiefs, the Secretary of Defense, State Department, and to National Security Ad-
visor Zbigniew Brzezinski in the White House.” Patton gave the presentation by him-

self to a number of other, working-level groups.

Hayward’s objectives in Sea Strike were twofold. First he wanted to place the Pacific
Fleet within a global U.S. naval strategy as the most effective means of developing plans
for use in the event of war with the USSR. Secondly, he was concerned with the condi-
tion of the Pacific Fleet and its preparation for war. At that time there were no offensive
naval war plans, only defensive plans. Hayward believed that for the sake of flexibility,

if for no other reason, a credible offensive plan should be available.

The first idea that Hayward chose to analyze was a plan for an offensive strike against
Soviet bases on Kamchatka and in eastern Siberia. This was “the easier plan to get an
arm around,” Hayward recalled, “easier than exploring the Soviet-PRC situation, and

the easiest to think about in an isolated sense.”*”’

Hayward’s idea was to get the planning
process started by looking at the more isolated case of Kamchatka, then to move on to
more complicated issues. In his view, the next easiest area to look at was the Indian

Ocean and what might happen in Southwest Asia.

Sea Strike was developed initially as a plan for the Pacific Fleet in the case of conven-
tional war with the Soviet Union. The scenario was an early offensive action against
Petropavlovsk, Vladivostok, and the Kuriles, using forces then currently available. One
force from the east and one from the south were to form up in a battle group at a point
500 miles from Petropavlovsk. Then four carriers would conduct air strikes in two at-
tack waves which would put about 100 strike aircraft over the target giving a 50 percent

possibility of target destruction.”

Although nominally an alternative plan to utilize the Pacific Fleet’s conventional forces,
it was also a strategy to justify not swinging Pacific forces to the Atlantic as required by

general war plans. Pacific Fleet planners showed, with the help of the Intelligence
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Center, Pacific, that the Soviets had the air capability to move quickly 101,000 men
with their equipment, from the Soviet Far East to the NATO front. By using Sea Strike
as a threat to the Soviet Union, Pacific Fleet planners argued that U.S. naval forces in
the Pacific could make a strategic difference by preventing the move of Soviet Forces to
Europe. Moreover, the plan could support America’s commitment as a Pacific power,
influencing the Chinese to deploy forces in a way that would further tie down the Sovi-
ets from reinforcing the European front. In the same way, they argued that Sea Strike
would also influence Japanese policy makers to continue allowing the United States to
have base privileges, which would allow strikes on the Soviet Union, rather than having
Japan remain neutral. Finally, Sea Strike would allow for the immediate offensive use of
Pacific Fleet forces, simultaneously protecting Alaska and the West Coast, instead of
placing those forces in a largely ineffective status for the 30 days required to make the

transit to the European Theater.”

The analyses of these forward, offensive operations using current capabilities revealed
some deficiencies in the Pacific Fleet that were surprising to many. Among other things,
they showed that there were too few F-14 aircraft. This resulted in Hayward’s order to
move up, by one year, plans to convert the carrier Ranger for handling F-14s. The im-
portance of the Phoenix missile, as shown in the analyses, led to increasing the carrier
loading capacity from 72 to more than 100 missiles. Further analyses showed that the
E-2 aircraft did not offer enough of a warning, even at a range of 250 miles detection,
for the carrier to launch aircraft effectively and to intercept bomber raids. This led
eventually to an agreement between the Navy and the Air Force for using E-3 AWACS
to obtain greater standoff detection ranges for carrier battle groups. Among other
things, the Sea Strike analyses pointed out difficulties in the defense of the Aleutians. It
showed the weakness of the Aleutians for land-based air to support antiair warfare
during the withdrawal phase after attacks against Kamchatka. Secondly, it brought viv-
idly to light the fact that Soviet attack and occupation of the western Aleutians would
put the U.S. mainland under the arc of Soviet long-range air attack. Finally, it showed
problems in conflicting operational control by various commands in defending the
Aleutians. This led to a long-term but still unsuccessful attempt to rationalize Aleutian
defense plans and command relationships. Most importantly, Sea Strike laid the basis
for a reconsideration in the war-fighting strategy for the Pacific Command, which was
based on a policy of not swinging Pacific area assets to Europe in the event of a war
with the Soviet Union. These changes reflected a change in the national strategy,
worked up by the National Security Council and eventually approved by the President.
The work done at Pacific Fleet Headquarters was very influential in moving the na-
tional strategy in the direction it took. In the process of discussion and reflection

which took place, some knowledgeable observers criticized Sea Strike as unrealistic.
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Others argued that the losses occasioned by early, offensive strikes in the Pacific would
make it an unprofitable course of action. To these criticisms, Admiral Hayward replied
that Sea Strike was not a campaign plan but an analytical tool with which one could

analyze Pacific Fleet employment in different, novel ways and assess the pros and cons of
offensive fleet action in varying circumstances. Those involved in the study learned many
lessons, both positive and negative, from the study. The result was mentioned in Sea Plan
2000, based on an early formulation of the results, then later put into the Pacific Com-

mand Campaign Plan and eventually incorporated into the Maritime Strategy.”

Conclusion

Sea Strike and the parallel work on Sea Plan 2000 were key parts in the development of
the navy’s opposition to the Carter administration’s defense policy, which called for
greater emphasis on the Central Front in a NATO-Warsaw Pact war, but a more con-
strained role for naval forces. The main point in the navy’s criticism was that the Cen-
tral Front could not be isolated from the European flanks. As E. . West reported after a

meeting in the Defense Department in December 1977,

We highlighted our differences with PRM-10, which has assumed in a NATO war that
Norway took care of itself and that the Italian and the French [navies] secured the
Mediterranean. By definition under those assumptions, one needs a smaller U.S.
Navy. I indicated, however, that also by definition such a U.S. plan would sound the
death knell for NATO, insuring Italy and Norway would make other arrangements
and converting the central front into a bilateral US/FRG treaty. Consequently, we
showed a series of options for employing U.S. naval forces on the flanks as well as on
the SLOC and in the Western Pacific.”

These strategic ideas clearly expressed the general direction in which naval thinking

proceeded in the next decade.

In the mid-1970s, leaders such as Secretary of the Navy W. Graham Claytor, Jr., Under
Secretary James Woolsey and Admiral James L. Holloway had clearly established a gen-
eral consensus within the navy’s Washington leadership that the service should strive
for superiority at sea against the Soviets and, when examining the variety of possible
wartime operations against the Soviet Navy, think in terms of forward, offensive opera-
tions as the most effective means to employ the navy to achieve the nation’s broad de-
fense policies. In promoting this view, the navy was reasserting a traditional view of its
strategic role that not only is reflected in the strategic ideas that lay behind the estab-
lishment of NATO in the late 1940s, but also the long tradition of naval thinking em-
bodied in the classical works of Alfred Thayer Mahan and Sir Julian Corbett. In the

1950s and 1960s, the overriding national emphasis of a defense strategy based on
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nuclear weapons had left doubt that these traditional ideas had any relevance at all in
the nuclear age. On reflection, however, the Vietnam war, Afghanistan, and other
events demonstrated that conventional weapons were not irrelevant to the nuclear age
but must be reconsidered within the context of a broader spectrum of warfare. This
change in perception created the need to adapt and refine older ideas for new condi-
tions. While the more traditional ideas had never disappeared from the navy, the chang-
ing perception about the relevance of conventional weapons created a situation in which
the full range of naval strategic thought could now be utilized. The seeds of develop-
ment for further naval strategic thinking in the mid-1980s were sewn in the 1970s as the
United States came to grips with the post—Vietnam war period and with the realities of
political and military factors in international affairs. This changing ambience in the

1970s set the stage for a wide revival of strategic thinking within the naval officer corps.






Thinking About the Soviet Navy, 1967-1981

Any serious thinking about strategy must necessarily deal with the effect that the use of
one’s own forces has on an opponent. Moreover, how an enemy uses his forces is a crit-
ical factor in any strategic evaluation. Thus, when thinking about how one might em-
ploy one’s own forces for achieving broad future goals in a war, one must also assess
the probability of how an enemy might act or react, as well as examine everything that

an enemy can do that may materially influence one’s own courses of action.

From the early 1960s, when the growth of Soviet naval power became evident, the pre-
dominant view in America was that the Soviets were building a naval force with many
capabilities similar to the United States Navy. Most importantly, the existence of a
blue-water Soviet Navy seemed to emphasize, in American minds, the capability for
peacetime power projection, the facility for wartime attack on U.S. and Western naval
forces and sea lines of communication, as well as the ability to launch strategic nuclear
strikes from the sea. Increasingly, Americans worried about the Soviet Navy as a sea-
denial force that could deprive the West of the free use of the sea, thereby creating
political, economic, and military disaster. In short, Americans tended to view the new

Soviet naval capabilities in terms of mirror-imaging and refighting World War II.

The public discussion of the issue in Congress and the press as well as in the statements
of senior naval officers stressed this interpretation. Simultaneously, however, there be-
gan to develop slowly an interpretation that attempted to move away from an ethno-
centric view of the Soviets in American terms and rather toward an interpretation in
Soviet terms on the basis of the Soviet Union’s values and the views, aims, and objec-
tives of its leaders. The first widely read book in America on this subject was Robert W.
Herrick’s Soviet Naval Strategy: Fifty Years of Theory and Practice, published by the U.S.
Naval Institute in 1968. Herrick wrote much of the book while serving as staff intelli-
gence officer at the Naval War College in 1963-1964, basing it on his own detailed
reading of Soviet literature and his nearly 20 years of experience as an intelligence spe-

cialist in Soviet affairs. Herrick concluded that Soviet naval strategy, like Tsarist Russian
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naval strategy before it, was essentially defensive. This view was so greatly at variance
with the commonly held official viewpoint, that the publisher added a preface to the
volume and enclosed a printed bookmark which drew attention to this fact, calling for
comments and articles expressing alternative views for publication in the U.S. Naval In-

stitute’s Proceedings.

It took a rather long time for a different attitude and interpretation to prevail within
the U.S. Navy. This change did occur, however, at about the same time that the Mari-
time Strategy was being formulated in the late 1970s and early 1980s. The process by
which the U.S. Navy changed its views can be seen most clearly in two places: on one
hand in the work of the Center for Naval Analyses in the period 1967-1981, and on the

other, within the Naval intelligence community.

The Work of the Center for Naval Analyses, 1967-1981

The conclusions that The Center for Naval Analyses (CNA) reached in its studies of So-
viet naval strategy have often been at the center of the debate over Soviet intentions.
Using a great deal of unclassified evidence, the bulk of which came from Soviet doc-
trinal writings supported by interpretations of Soviet exercises, deployments, and gen-
eral capabilities, CNA developed a broad interpretation. It emphasized the primarily
defensive role of the Soviet Navy in protecting its SSBNs as the Soviet Union’s (USSR)
reserve of strategic nuclear weapons. This conclusion was a controversial one which
has not always sat easily with the intelligence community, but it is one which lies at the

basis of The Maritime Strategy.'

As early as 1968, Robert Weinland pointed out that the Soviets might feel that their
submarine nuclear deterrent would be threatened by a U.S. campaign to defend its sea
lines of communication, even if the United States did not intend to attack the Soviet
SSBN force. If the Soviet SSBNs were in the same immediate area as that used for West-
ern sea lines of communication, the Soviet SSBN’s ran the risk of becoming accidental
or intentional victims of the conflict. If they withdrew to port or other safe areas, they

might well compromise their own invulnerability and strike capability.’

In mid-1973, Bradford Dismukes cited evidence that the Soviets were increasingly con-
cerned about the security of their SSBN force, pointing out that maintenance of SSBNs
on station would be more important than attacking Western sea lines of communica-
tion. The linkage in the strategic situation between Western defense of its sea lines and
Soviet SSBN security was the result of geographical and technological factors that are
outside the immediate control of either side. Asking for a basic change in U.S. thinking,

Dismukes wrote in 1973, “At the least, we should include pro- and anti-SSBN scenarios in
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our general purpose force planning or run the risk of structuring a force which might be

»3

ill-suited to the most important war-fighting tasks it may be called on to carry out.

In 1972-1973, a series of eleven articles were published in The Soviet Navy Journal un-
der the name of the navy’s commander in chief, Admiral Sergei Gorshkov. The article
bore the characteristic earmarks of new naval doctrine. CNA’s work in analyzing these
articles drew praise from the Director of Naval Intelligence, Rear Admiral E. F.

Rectanus, U.S. Navy, and at the same time a request for further assistance from CNA.'

The result of Rectanus’s request was a CNA draft to support preparation of the navy’s
input to a new National Intelligence Estimate on the Soviet Union (NIE-11-15-75).
Prepared by members of the Institute for Naval Studies, comprised of Robert G.
Weinland, James M. McConnell, and Bradford Dismukes, the CNA draft was a broad
analysis that pointed out the significant changes in Soviet thinking, including “the ap-
parent adoption of a strategic ‘fleet in being’ concept for at least a portion of their
SSBN force.”

The unclassified Gorshkov series was an important source that seemed to reveal much
about Soviet Naval thinking, but it was not easy to interpret. James M. McConnell, in a
study prepared for the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations (OP-96) and the Office
of Naval Research, listed what he considered to be the main points in what he called

“Gorshkov’s doctrine of coercive naval diplomacy.”
+ The USSR is not only a formidable continental power but also a “mighty sea power.”

+ The importance of combat at sea in the “overall course of war” has grown, although
Gorshkov avoids references to the role of the navy in “decisively defeating” the en-

emy.

+ In war, navies are a powerful means of achieving the “political goals” for the armed

struggle.

+ The importance of fleets-in-being at the close of wars to influence the peace negotia-
tions and achieve political goals is repeatedly emphasized through historical exam-

ples.

Gorshkov specifically endorses Jellicoe’s strategy of holding back his forces at the battle
of Jutland in World War I, thereby reversing previous Soviet naval historiography in its
condemnation of the British Admiralty’s “politico-strategic” rather than “military-
strategic” approach to war, its “fleet-in-being” method, its “doctrine of conserving
forces,” and consequent reluctance to risk the main forces of the fleet in a “decisive clash”
to achieve “complete victory,” preferring instead to retain them “as an important factor at

the moment of concluding peace and also for the postwar rivalry with erstwhile allies.”
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In World War II, although “military-geographic” conditions facilitated the British
blockade, the Germans were successful, through diversion, in scattering British ASW
forces throughout the Atlantic, creating a favorable situation for German naval opera-

tions “in the coastal waters of northern Europe.”

Due, apparently, mainly to “military-geographic” conditions, Russian requirements for

naval forces have differed from those of the West.

Although the USSR gives priority to submarines, they require air and surface support

to ensure combat stability.

ASW is not very cost-effective against modern nuclear submarines, especially if the lat-

ter are supported by aviation and surface ships.

SSBNs are “more effective in deterrence” than land-based launch facilities, because of
their “great survivability.” This claim, made for the first time, occurs in a passage in which
Gorshkov, if we are to take him literally, is treating “deterrence” as a “role in modern war.”
Elsewhere, when the discussion turns, explicitly or contextually, to deterrence “in peace-
time,” Gorshkov follows the traditional formula of coupling the Strategic Rocket Troops

and the navy, in that order, as the main factors in demonstrating resolve.

The very first duty of the navy is to maintain a high state of “readiness” to carry out the

mission of “defending” the USSR against possible attacks from the sea.

This “defense” mission is the “main task” for the navy, with the implication that “deter-

rence” and offsetting politico-military pressure is the main component of “defense.”

Navies fulfill the important role of one of the instruments of state policy in “peace-

time,” including the protection of its “state interests” in the seas and oceans.

Tasks associated with protecting these state interests are “especially important” because

of the many “local wars” that imperialism “leave behind in the wake of its policy.”

Because of the “truly inexhaustible wealth” of the seas, they have become objects of

contending “state interest”; and navies “cannot take a back seat in this struggle.”

In addition to the Gorshkov series, note was also taken of points made by other Soviet

naval specialists:

SSBNss specifically (and not just “submarines”) are incapable of realizing their full po-

tential “without appropriate support from their forces.”

When the long-range Trident comes into operation in the U.S. Navy, SSBNs will be po-
sitioned in U.S. coastal waters, permitting the allocation of a “new function” to the

main U.S. ASW forces—“guarding the strategic missile forces.”
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By the end of 1974, the most controversial conclusion arising from analysis of the
Gorshkov series, along with other evidence, concerned Soviet plans for the use of their
SSBN force during a crisis. Everyone involved with the analysis of this problem agreed
that it was a matter of inference from defective or presumptive evidence. The points
could not be found explicitly in Gorshkov’s writings, but the analysts made interpreta-
tions from what they saw as “latent content.” At CNA, analysts believed that the Soviets
would elect to use their Kiev-class ship with its capacity for aircraft operations and to
employ her with other general purpose forces to protect their SSBNs. This was a cen-
trally important task because the Soviets intended to withhold their submarine-
launched ballistic missile (SLBM) force during the conventional stage of a war and
during initial nuclear strikes in order to provide either a second strike capability or to

retain a bargaining chip during negotiations.

Elaborating on this point, CNA analysts concluded in a draft “Study of Grand Soviet
Maritime Strategy” being prepared for Commander N. V. Smith of OP-60N:

It is likely that the Soviets intend to allocate some general purpose forces to the pro-

tection of SSBNs during the opening stages of a NATO—-Warsaw Pact war. This prior-
ity would remain relatively high even if the war became prolonged. Only in the event
of a clearly non-escalatory situation would pro-SSBN forces be reassigned to alterna-

tive missions.’

CNA’s conclusions were quite different from those made at that time in the classified
intelligence literature. While OP-60N endorsed the CNA conclusion, they were obliged
to add qualifying language such as “this is an area about which we know little,”” antici-

pating intelligence community objections.

Continuing this work in the following years, CNA analyst James M. McConnell made a
crucial contribution in 1977 in a draft, first chapter of Soviet Naval Diplomacy, which
corroborated earlier interpretations of Soviet intentions to withhold their SLBMs. De-
veloping evidence that the Soviet Union’s SSBNs were under the direct control of the
highest political leaders, and those forces would be used mainly in later periods of a
war, McConnell wrote, “Wars might be won by other branches of the armed forces,
Gorshkov seems to be saying, but surrenders and armistices are arranged from the sea;

and beyond that, navies have a value in influencing the course of actual peacemaking.”"’

In an October 1977 contribution to James L. George’s volume, Problems of Sea Power as
We Approach the Twenty-First Century, McConnell went further and suggested that So-
viet SSBNs would operate in defended, local sanctuaries in home waters, such as the
Barents Sea for the Northern Fleet and the Sea of Okhotsk for the Pacific Ocean Fleet.
These sanctuaries would be heavily guarded by mines and fixed underwater acoustic
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surveillance systems with the air defense and introspective cover for submarines, sur-

face ships, and aircraft engaged in barrier operation."
Looking to what the Soviets might do in a future war, McConnell wrote:

I would not expect substantial forward deployments of platforms during the con-
ventional phase of the war. Leaving aside escalation sensitivity, the counter-ASW
environment would not be favorable and—given a perceived withholding strategy
for the United States Navy to prosecute strategic ASW immediately upon entering
the nuclear phase—these factors may explain Admiral Gorshkov’s insistence that

. . . 12
sea control is necessary for strategic defense as well as strategic offense.

Throughout the late 1970s, CNA analysts expressed growing concern that U.S. Navy
plans were giving insufficient attention to the implications of Soviet adoption of a
withholding strategy for their SLBM force and the assignment of their general purpose
navy to a protective mission for their SSBN force.” In March 1980, Bradford Dismukes
reported the results of an initial investigation on the war termination mission of the
U.S. Navy. This new topic arose from an attempt to assess the implication of the Soviet
withholding strategy. In a briefing that reflected seminal ideas by James McConnell,
Dismukes declared that “our nation’s strategies require adjustment in reaction to a fun-
damental change that has occurred in maritime affairs”" The change that Dismukes
saw was the emphasis that the Soviet Union put on the positive use of the sea for oper-
ating a strategic reserve of SSBNs and where security, in turn, was guaranteed by gen-
eral purpose, Soviet naval forces. “If the U.S. Navy is to carry out its primary functions
in deterrence, escalation control, and war fighting,” Dismukes said, “it must attack So-
viet strategy as effectively as Soviet weapons.””” Dismukes suggested three areas that
needed changes in the U.S. Navy. First, the further development of the U.S. Navy’s ca-
pabilities to fight a sea-control campaign with conventional weapons in the context of a
campaign involving all our forces against the Soviet nuclear-reserve SSBNs. Secondly, the
U.S. Navy needed long-range, stand-off ASW weapons that would effectively enhance, in
Soviet areas, the deterrent effect of the U.S. Navy’s general purpose forces. Thirdly, the U.S.
Navy must reevaluate its doctrines to take account of the Soviet nuclear reserve.

“What we’re dealing with here is the capacity to deprive our opponent of his perceived
requirement to answer last in the war,” Dismukes said. While careful to point out that

this strategy was not without risk, it might still be critical to have the option to use it if
Soviet ground forces occupy Europe. A secure Soviet strategic reserve would ensure their

. . . .. 6
dominance, but a threatened or insecure reserve would put them in a weaker position.'

Up until early 1981, CNA continued its role in the interpretation of Soviet intentions
and its follow-on work in developing a naval strategy for the United States that could
be used to attack Soviet strategy. In March 1981, as a part of a planned joint Naval War
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College—CNA investigation, CNA prepared an initial estimate of the Soviets’ probable
response to a U.S. campaign against their SSBN reserve.” At this time, however, the Of-
fice of Naval Intelligence and the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations began to be
concerned that for CNA to participate further, its analysts would begin handling intel-
ligence material that could not be released to private contractors and analysts. Several
intelligence collection efforts had begun to pay off, and because of the sensitivity of the
sources, new classifications of “sensitive compartmented information” (SCI) were cre-
ated; this information would be withheld in the future, available only to a small group of

intelligence analysts and senior flag officers, not CNA or the navy at large.

There had always been a tension between CNA and the Office of Naval Intelligence
(ONI) over differing interpretations, but this had often been regarded as a healthy and
constructive difference of viewpoint. CNA analysts regretted that an exchange of views
could no longer take place on the same terms, but CNA analysts Dismukes and
McConnell continued their work after 1981 by assessing Soviet strategic responses to an
anti-SSBN campaign. Some of this later work was commissioned by OpNav and ONI,
but was not based on compartmented information. From 1981, the Office of Naval In-
telligence carried out its own assessments based on this information dealing with So-

viet naval force employment plans."

The Development of Thinking within the Intelligence Community

In the mid-1970s, the naval intelligence community felt secure in its view of the Soviet
Navy."” The prevailing wisdom explained the continuing Soviet naval buildup in terms
of threats to Western sea lines of communication. Soviet exercises such as OKEAN 1970
and OKEAN 1975 seemed to emphasize the correctness of the interpretation that the
Soviets thought primarily in terms of naval presence and in cutting Western sea lines.
From this, American naval officers drew the conclusion that if war with the Soviet
Union came, it would bring with it a battle of the North Atlantic and Northwest Pacific
sea-lanes. By 1977-1979 however, the points that CNA was making paralleled evidence
that the Intelligence community had already noticed suggesting that the Soviets did not
seem to have made the typical preparation one would expect for a war on Western
sea-lanes, in terms of their command and control arrangements, standby reserves, etc.
Most importantly, the publication of the revised 1976 edition of Gorshkov’s Sea Power of
the State suggested clearly that the Soviets had a different set of priorities.”

In May 1977, CNA submitted to ONI a draft of its study by James M. McConnell, So-
viet Naval Diplomacy, requesting that ONI review it and approve it for publication in
an unclassified form. The main focus of the work was on Soviet peacetime, power pro-
jection, but chapter 1 was an essay dealing with Soviet naval wartime strategy and force

employment concepts which did not agree with the official navy position on how the
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Soviets would rationally employ their navy. In particular, the chapter discussed the So-
viet concept of withholding SSBNs as a strategic reserve force in protected bastions.
McConnell’s work was based on an analysis of Soviet military and academic writings

which were unfamiliar to the naval officers in the Estimates Branch of ON1.”

In response to this new material from CNA, ONI put together a special group of offi-
cers to evaluate McConnell’s chapter. The group that was selected to do this had previ-
ously been given the task of analyzing the Gorshkov book, and consisted of ONI
analyst Ted Neely, Commander Stephen Kime, and Captain William H. J. Manthorpe,
Jr. Since the idea was new to them, they undertook the task of locating and reading all
the recurrences that McConnell had used. This opened up an entirely new body of lit-
erature that had been previously little known and unexploited by naval intelligence.
However, in the process of this investigation, the ONI group came to the conclusion
that McConnell’s work showed a pattern of misquotes, exaggerations, and unwarranted
interpretations. Therefore, the group recommended to the Director of Naval Intelli-
gence that the chapter containing McConnell’s analysis on the Soviet concept of with-
holding SSBNs be deleted prior to ONI approval for publication. In 1979, discussions
between CNA and ONI on this subject resulted in a much abbreviated chapter 1, with-
out any reference to this matter. In this revised form, the McConnell study was pub-
lished in 1977, but the substance of his ideas on the SSBN withholding strategy did not
appear in an unclassified form until much later with McConnell’s essay in James L.

George’s volume, Problems of Sea Power as We Approach the Twenty-First Century.”

McConnell had succeeded in introducing naval intelligence officers to the material they
should be studying, but at the same time, the reception that his conclusions received
had sowed the seeds of caution and disbelief for officials in dealing with the work of
CNA. However, in the long run, McConnell’s conclusions were born out by later evi-
dence. The main problem at the heart of the issue was one of analysis. In retrospect, of-
ficers came to the conclusion that McConnell and others at CNA were doing their
analysis and describing Soviet strategic plans on the basis of the literature of Soviet
military science. This was academic and theoretical work designed to examine potential
changes in future strategy and doctrine. It was not yet accepted or in use, but might
possibly be an indication of a future direction or emphasis in those areas. While CNA
was examining this theoretical literature, officers in naval intelligence were doing their
analysis and description of Soviet strategy and fleet employment plans on the basis of
observed Soviet fleet exercises. In contrast to the theoretical writings that CNA was ex-
amining, the exercises reflected past and current strategy, not future strategy. Reflecting
on this dilemma for analysts of Soviet strategy, Captain W. H. J. Manthorpe, Jr., sug-
gested that those who would try to predict whether the changes suggested by theory

will actually occur are as likely to be wrong as right, since the transformation of
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military science into doctrine is as much a function of party and bureaucratic internal
politics in the USSR as other factors. However, those who wait for the hard evidence
from fleet exercises that strategy has actually changed are likely to be the last to recog-
nize that the change has taken place. “The moral is,” Manthorpe wrote, “if you want to
be early you may be wrong, but if you want to be right you’ll surely be late in recogniz-

ing changes to Soviet strategy.””

In the late 1970s, the best tentative conclusion that could be reached was that
McConnell’s ideas could well be right, but that actual practice did not confirm that any
such change had taken place. Neither side in the debate had solid evidence to confirm
their views on the actual course that Soviet strategy would follow, but as a result of the
debate, each side took increasingly hard stands in the face of an opposing interpreta-
tion. The first good evidence that Soviet naval strategy had actually changed was the
absence of a worldwide OKEAN exercise in 1980, similar to the ones that had occurred
in 1970 and 1975; at the same time, several intelligence collection efforts paid off and
sources were beginning to provide insight into Soviet naval force employment plans. At
first, this data and the interpretation of it was incomplete and tentative, but during the
latter half of 1980 and early 1981, a clear picture began to emerge through the compart-
mented information being used by ONI analysts. These analysts clearly appreciated the
significance of the SSBN withholding strategy on the basis of the new evidence and saw

its implications for American naval strategy.”

Meanwhile, the Director of Naval Intelligence, Rear Admiral Sumner Shapiro, decided
that something should be done to resolve a second issue: the dichotomy between the
apparent increase in Soviet naval deployment to challenge the U.S. Navy in peacetime
and the suggestion that, in wartime, the Soviet Navy would be employed to defend So-
viet SSBN bastions close to home waters. This raised the question as to whether the
same Soviet forces could fulfill both roles without being placed in a disadvantageous
position in the event of war, whether the Soviet Navy would expand its general purpose
forces in order to carry out this dual role, or whether this dual role would limit Soviet
peacetime deployment in order to be ready in the event of war. At the suggestion of
Captain Thomas A. Brooks, Rear Admiral Shapiro convened the first of three annual
summer symposia to discuss this issue. The first symposium met at the Naval Academy
in Annapolis. The participants included among others, ONI analysts, CNA analysts, ac-
ademic experts and representatives of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and De-
fense Intelligence Agency. The discussions were held at the secret classification level,
and the whole range of views about future Soviet navy employment were presented and
discussed, while the conference was moderated by Captain Stephen Kime and summa-

rized by Captain William Manthorpe. *
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The consensus of the conference was that the Soviets planned to retain their general
purpose forces close to home waters in wartime in order to defend the homeland as
well as to protect the SSBN force. Because of this, the peacetime employment of Soviet
general purpose forces would probably not increase significantly in the future. These
conclusions were ones that would not be widely applauded within the U.S. Navy. The
conclusions implied that there would be a lessened Soviet peacetime presence that
needed to be matched by Soviet forces and that in wartime, there would be a lessened
threat to Western sea lines of communication, the protection of which was the princi-

pal mission for the navy envisaged by the Carter administration.”

By the winter of 1980-1981, the available intelligence began to present a picture that
confirmed these general conclusions. One could begin to see signs that the concept was
in the early stages of introduction into the fleet as the strategy for the future. It showed
clearly that the new pattern involved SSBN bastions in northern waters protected by
the bulk of Soviet general purpose forces, and these concepts were being developed and
tested in war games and in exercises. The dissemination of this compartmented intelli-
gence was made on a very restricted basis, piece by piece as it arrived. It was restricted
to senior flag officers, in particular, Rear Admiral Sumner Shapiro, the Director of Na-
val Intelligence; Admiral Thomas Hayward, the Chief of Naval Operations, and the Ad-
vanced Technology Panel (ATP), consisting of Admiral James Watkins, the Vice Chief
of Naval Operations; Rear Admiral Kinnard McKee, the Director of the Office of Naval
Warfare (OP-095); Rear Admiral Carlisle Trost, Director Navy Program Planning
(OP-090); Vice Admiral Nils Thunman, the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Sub-
marine Warfare (OP-02); and the Director of the Office of Research, Development, Test
and Evaluation (OP-098). Also privy to this information was Captain William A.
Cockell, Executive Assistant to Admiral Hayward. Cockell quickly recognized the impli-
cations of this intelligence for U.S. strategy and, with Captain Thomas A. Brooks, an in-
telligence specialist, drafted a memorandum for Admiral Hayward’s signature directing
the Office of Naval Intelligence to establish an organization for the continuing study of
Soviet doctrine and strategy to complement the traditional ONT focus on equipment
and capabilities. Captain Cockell was the catalyst within the organization that got the
bureaucratic system moving to accommodate the new direction in intelligence analysis.
His initiative was sustained by Rear Admiral Sumner Shapiro and his deputy Director
of Naval Intelligence, Rear Admiral John Butts, through the creation of a new branch
within the Office of Naval Intelligence, OP-009]J, headed by Richard Haver with the as-
sistance of Theodore Neely and Commander Michael Kramer. Paralleling this initiative,
Rear Admiral Kinnard McKee saw that the new intelligence also had implications for

the warfare capabilities of the U.S. Navy. In order to monitor these developments,
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McKee created within OP-95 a special group, first called Team C, and later Team Z, for

this purpose.”

During the winter of 1980-1981, ONI analysis of the new issues moved into high gear.
Rear Admiral Shapiro clearly recognized that the analysis of Soviet intentions was an
area that had been neglected and that the issue should be worked how the United
States could learn to fight the Soviets most effectively. The focus of the new analytical
effort was first directed by Captain Thomas A. Brooks, commanding officer of the
newly established Naval Fleet Operational Intelligence Office at Fort Meade, and then
shifted to the Pentagon under the direction of Richard Haver in OP-009]. By the spring
of 1981, the initial ONT analysis had been completed, and by summer the first major
presentations of the analysis and conclusions were made. As a result of this, Haver pre-
pared a memorandum for Vice Admiral McKee to forward to the Chief of Naval Oper-
ations recommending new considerations for countering Soviet strategy. Shortly
thereafter, in August 1981, Captain Brooks briefed the new analysis of Soviet strat-
egy and force employment concepts to the Chief of Naval Operations and the Fleet
Commanders in Chief at their conference in Annapolis. This briefing marked a critical
turning point in the development of the analysis. After listening to the briefing, Admi-
ral Hayward found the concepts of Soviet strategy so completely different that he ex-
pressed disbelief that the Soviets could possibly operate their navy in such a manner.
Several of the other four-star officers, including Admiral Bobby Inman, Deputy Direc-
tor of the CIA, shared Hayward’s view and questioned the validity of the analysis. The
most knowledgeable officers present, Vice Admiral McKee and Admiral James Watkins,
previously the Vice Chief, but then the Commander in Chief, Pacific Fleet, did not
speak up to defend the ONT analysis.”

On the day after the Fleet CINCs’ conference, Rear Admiral Shapiro called in Haver,
Manthorpe, and Brooks to assess the setback to their work and to discuss what to do
about it. From these conversations, it was decided that the best arrangement would be
to use Captain William Studeman, an intelligence specialist who had just become the
executive assistant to the new Vice Chief, Admiral William N. Small, and to keep him
fully informed. Small, through this connection, quickly saw the implications of the new
intelligence and revitalized the largely dormant mechanism of the Advanced Technol-
ogy Panel as the means of reviewing intelligence and endorsing analysis of it, then
bringing it to the direct attention of the CNO. With this, a major effort began within
the navy staff to educate key officers in the new appreciation of Soviet strategy. This ef-
fort took several forms. As initially planned between the fall of 1981 and spring of
1982, the Advanced Technology Panel was fully briefed on the evidence for change in

the Soviet concept of naval force employment. Then Admiral Small, as senior member,
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was able to report to Admiral Hayward that the ATP had endorsed the ONI analysis and

began to move forward in examining the development of a U.S. “anti-SSBN strategy.””

In other areas, the intelligence analysis began to be worked into broader staff docu-
ments. For example, in the Navy Net Assessment, which had been prepared in the sum-
mer and fall and approved in December 1981, Captain Manthorpe had prepared a

section which read:

The principal additional role gained by the Soviet Navy . . . has been the responsibility
for protecting submarine strategic strike forces while war proceeds at less than nuclear
level or while those forces are being withheld from a limited nuclear exchange as a

second strike force.”

At the same time, ONI set out to get the intelligence community to produce a National
Intelligence estimate which would endorse the ONI analysis of Soviet force employ-
ment concepts. In November 1981, the Intelligence community completed an inter-
agency Intelligence memorandum on “SOVIET INTENTIONS AND CAPABILITIES
FOR INTERDICTING SEA LINES OF COMMUNICATION IN A WAR WITH NATO.”
This memorandum expressed the general agreement of Intelligence analysts that Soviet
military planners regarded the wartime interdiction of NATO sea lines of communica-
tion as a secondary mission. According to the memorandum, a few submarines would
be employed in attacking commerce in the North Atlantic in the opening stage of a
NATO-Warsaw Pact war, but the majority of naval forces would be deployed close to
the USSR to defend its SSBN force and to protect the homeland from NATO’s nuclear-
armed naval strike force.” Following on from this, Captain James Eglin and Mr. Charles
Summerall of ONI were given the task of making the navy contribution to the National
Intelligence Estimate. The estimate itself was drafted by Mr. Gene Sullivan of the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency and was ready for review in its first draft by March 1982. It was
published in an SCI version in the fall of 1982, which was followed by a wider distribu-
tion at a lower classification. Paralleling these efforts, Rich Haver from ONI began a se-
ries of briefings to influential people in the Navy Department. Haver became, as Rear
Admiral Thomas Brooks recalled, “the Saint Paul of the movement, going forth among
the Gentiles (read unrestricted line) and preaching the gospel. The conversion rate was
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astounding.

By December 1981, The Advanced Technology Panel had fully developed an interpreta-
tion of Soviet intentions, which cast serious doubts on the conventional U.S. Strategy
based on Soviet attack of Western sea lines of communication. The new interpretation
stressed the importance of the United States being able to defeat the mission of the So-
viet Navy. Originally characterized as “anti-SSBN operations,” Admiral Small broad-

ened this definition so that the issue could be seen in terms of vital Soviet interests at
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sea as they used their general purpose navy to protect their SSBNs, and connecting this
with the strategic situation in the key flank areas, the Norwegian Sea, and the eastern
Mediterranean.” Over the next two years, between 1982—1984, the Vice Chief and the
ATP focused their efforts on the creation of an “anti-SSBN” strategy both in terms of
deterrence and war avoidance, and for war fighting. This work was based on continu-
ing intelligence analysis and was supported by a number of other efforts. Admiral
Small devoted much of his own time to assessing the pros and cons of the “anti-SSBN
strategy.” In connection with Small’s personal interest, Vice Admiral Carlisle Trost
commissioned a study from the Center for Naval Analyses entitled “Assessing Soviet re-
sponses [to an anti-SSBN campaign].” The study was directed by Rear Admiral W. J.
Holland, director of the Strategic and Theater Nuclear Warfare Division (OP-65), and
his deputy, Captain Linton Brooks, assisted by Richard Haver and Captain Manthorpe.
Using the basic work of this study, Small, Holland, and Brooks held weekly meetings to

continue to develop the strategy.”

The final step in the process of selling the new analysis of Soviet strategy was a series of
war games, the most important of which were those sponsored by the ATP to assess
various aspects of the “anti-SSBN strategy.” Unlike some war games that are played,
this was a “no holds barred, true all-source war game with the highest level of partici-
pation.”” In April 1982, this dealt with anti-SSBN concepts; in October 1982 with
anti-SSBN and SSN deployment concepts; and in February 1983 with anti-SSBN war
termination concepts. During these games, many useful insights were obtained for the
use of submarines that were directly used in the strategy. Another aspect of the games
touched on the utilization of aircraft carriers. In this, these games found that the most
significant utilization of the aircraft carrier was as a “tactical nuclear reserve” to tie
down significant numbers of Soviet air assets while remaining beyond their effective
reach just below the Greenland-Iceland-United Kingdom gap, until that point in a war
when it became necessary to negotiate with the Soviet Union whether the war could be
terminated or would escalate to a nuclear war. In this sense, the carriers became a nu-
clear bargaining chip. In the formulation of the strategy, however, the role of the carri-
ers was overlooked, while most of the effort was concentrated on the submarine
campaign.” Through this kind of tabletop war gaming with the participation of senior
flag officers in positions of responsibility, the concepts behind the strategy and the rela-
tionship of intelligence analysis to strategy were clearly brought out and developed and

integrated into other aspects of naval planning.

Following the April 1982 war game, Secretary of the Navy John F. Lehman became
aware of this work while the debate was in progress over the desirability of a strategy
against SSBNs. The idea was compatible with the forward strategy air strikes, the criti-

cality of Japan, the employment of the Tomahawk missiles, Marine Corps thinking, and
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other considerations, but the skepticism of some made it clear that an anti-SSBN cam-

paign could only be one of the options available for the navy, not its principal focus.”

As the process of strategy development continued, the security sensitivity of the associ-
ated intelligence information created some difficulty in handling, but Admiral James
Watkins, the Chief of Naval Operations from June 1982 to June 1986, ordered that each
major fleet staff set aside a cell cleared to know what was going on and to reflect as
much as possible on this new thinking. It took time to do this, and for a period, certain
commanders and certain staffs had the information while others did not. Not surpris-
ingly, there were some imbalances. Vice Admiral Nils Thunman, as Deputy CNO for
Submarine Warfare (OP-02) and a member of the ATP, moved quickly to set up the
first cell on the staff of the Commander, Submarine Force, Atlantic. This, however, was
in advance of the cell established on the staff of the Commander in Chief, Atlantic.

In July 1982, Captain Thomas A. Brooks was assigned to the staff of Admiral Harry
Train, Commander in Chief, Atlantic. The new cell was activated within several
months, but not fully manned until well into the first year of Admiral Wesley
McDonald’s tenure as CINCLANT. With the assistance of this cell, McDonald began to
utilize the new intelligence data in flag level conferences and through special briefings.
Similar cells were established in other fleet areas, at later dates. In the Atlantic Fleet, the
initiation of an intelligence cell on the staff of Commander, Submarine Force, Atlantic,
marked the beginning of reevaluation and rewriting of the existing war plans. Not sur-
prisingly, this began with the submarine force, but shortly became widespread through-
out the fleet. It quickly worked into the thinking of the navy in general through the
various threads of changing personnel assignments among the key individuals in-
volved, the discussions among the Fleet commanders in their annual strategy confer-
ences, war games, and the discussions involved in the work of the CNO’s Strategic
Studies Group (SSG) based at the Naval War College.” In these ways, the new insights
and analyses about Soviet naval force employment were spread throughout the navy

and became a key element in strategic analysis.



From the CNO’s Strategic Concepts to the
Work of the SSG, 1978-1986

The appointment of Admiral Thomas B. Hayward as the 21st Chief of Naval Opera-
tions in June 1978 marks an important stage in the transition of thinking within the na-
val officer corps. Not only was it an affirmation of the strategic thinking that Hayward
had done for the Pacific, but it marked the opportunity for different approaches to
strategic problems within the navy. Up to this point, much of the debate about naval is-
sues centered around the navy’s budget. The confusing mass of unit costs and program
alternatives tended to be confused with strategy. Unrealistic strategies were sometimes
employed for no other reason than to justify larger shares of money for one program
or another, and in this way the budget tended to drive strategic concepts. “This is why,”
Hayward explained, “academics and others say the Navy doesn’t have a strategy.”' To
combat this problem and to remove the misperceptions, Hayward sought to change the
terms of the debate from a budget battle to an analysis of the strategic issues for a
global maritime power. Under Hayward, the navy’s leadership agreed not to fight for
particular force levels, but to work for a highly ready navy with adequate manning and to
let Congress worry about how big the navy should be. In particular, Hayward put his pri-
ority on spare parts, ammunition, pay, and benefits as the means to increase readiness.
Then, he went on to point out that the Central Front in Europe was not the only prob-

lem for the United States. The country needed a war-winning strategy.”

Hayward’s most immediate strategic concern was to create a worldwide maritime strat-
egy to provide the framework for such thinking within the navy. Hayward and his exec-
utive assistant, Captain William A. Cockell, worked together over a three-month period
to develop an outline. Together they examined each principal maritime area, theater by
theater, and produced a 20-30 page paper, in point-paper format, that dealt with sig-
nificant strategic issues: the Soviet threat, U.S. naval capabilities, and appropriate naval
operations for the U.S. Navy. The final thought for each section was to ask the ques-
tion, “what difference would it make if the U.S. Navy were not able to succeed, and

what complications for national strategy would flow from this?” In thinking through
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these questions, the most obvious problem was that there were not enough forces avail-
able. To deal with this, Hayward and Cockell developed the concept and coined the

term “sequential operations.”’

CNO Strategic Concepts

Hayward and Cockell completed their work in January 1979 and circulated the results
in a memorandum entitled “CNO Strategic Concepts.”" In his preface, Hayward made

two important points.

While he did not argue over the priority given to NATO, he hypothesized that the
Carter administration’s Central Front orientation failed to take into account the criti-
cality of other regions of the world to NATQO’s vital interest. Moreover, war in Europe
is the least likely contingency, and a broader based view of national security require-

ments is needed.

The terms “sea control” and “power projection” were poorly understood by senior
decision makers and were sometimes adroitly misapplied by analysts in order to hold

down naval force requirements.

The CNO’s strategic principles contained 17 major points, which may be summarized

as follows:’

A NATO-Warsaw Pact war will be global. The view that U.S. and Allied naval forces
are needed solely to protect the sea-lanes to Europe is highly simplistic and seriously

misleading.

The U.S. Navy must be offensively capable. The Soviet Navy is sophisticated and
highly capable, but the U.S. Navy can only assure control of essential sea areas by the
destruction or neutralization of the Soviet Navy’s capability to challenge that control.
This requires taking the war to the enemy and retaining residual power after the
battle.

The U.S. Navy is clearly outnumbered and will remain so for the foreseeable future.
Our present principal margin of superiority lies in carriers and in at-sea sustainability.
To maintain this we must not mirror-image the Soviets, but develop further the capa-

bilities this margin of superiority represents.
The U.S. Navy must maintain technological superiority.
The U.S. Navy must draw on sister services and allies.

The U.S. must capitalize on the Soviet Union’s geographical disadvantages and its de-
fensive mentality. This means maintaining a potential U.S. Navy threat to the Soviet

Union, making the Soviets understand that in a war there will be no sanctuaries, and
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drawing the Soviets into a preoccupation with homeland defense and operations close
to the Soviet Union which will preclude the availability of Soviet forces to attack

Western sea lines of communication.

The U.S. Navy must plan to fight with what it has on hand; there will be no opportu-

nity to mobilize reserves or to build or to activate major naval units.

The U.S. Navy must employ tactics that will ensure favorable attrition ratios. In order
to maintain control over time, place, and the calculated risk of engagements, the U.S.

Navy needs to have an offensive, not a reactive, strategy.

The northern flank of NATO represents a large land, sea, and air region which has a
direct strategic impact on whether or not NATO has the ability to carry on successful
defensive operations on the Central Front. The area is important not only in wartime,
but also in peacetime to demonstrate that NATO has the will to operate in the most

demanding of all maritime scenarios.

The Swing Strategy of reinforcing Europe by using forces from the Pacific is an anach-
ronism dating from the time when Pacific Fleet force levels were higher and the im-

portance of the People’s Republic of China not as critical.

Present U.S. Navy force levels are not sufficient to permit simultaneous control over
the Mediterranean, North Atlantic, Norwegian Sea, Western Pacific, and Indian
Ocean, therefore the United States must put priorities on the key areas and choose an

order for their sequential control.

Beyond these major points, there were some additional considerations. First, why and
where a war starts could have a critical influence on the capability of the U.S. Navy to
respond properly in a timely manner. The pattern in which the fleet is deployed at the
time that a war breaks out might complicate American response, and therefore, the So-
viets might attempt to draw the U.S. Navy into a maldeployment at such a critical
point. Secondly, there is great uncertainty as to whether the Soviets would use tactical
nuclear weapons at sea. The U.S. Navy needs to understand Soviet doctrine better in
order to think through how we would deter the Soviet use of tactical nuclear weapons,
or if necessary, how we would wage a war involving tactical nuclear weapons. Thirdly, the
strategic concepts that Hayward and Cockell developed dealt with the role of conven-
tional forces in a global war against the Soviet Union; it did not include a consideration

. . . . . . 6
of nuclear strategic forces or of contingencies involving other nations and areas.

Flag Officers’ Conferences on Strategy

In the spring of 1979, Admiral Hayward began to circulate his “Strategic Concepts.”
Among other approaches, he asked Rear Admiral Leland S. Kollmorgen, Director,
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System Analysis Division (OP-96) to arrange a briefing for flag officers and to have a
discussion with them. Five eight-hour seminars were held at the U.S. Naval Academy
during the period between 7-11 May 1979. Each was chaired by an admiral or vice ad-
miral and attended by 12 to 20 rear admirals, involving a total of about 100 flag officers
from the Washington, D.C. area. In September—October 1979, similar sets of meetings
were held in Norfolk, Pear]l Harbor, and San Diego. The purpose of these meetings was
to collect opinions and insights concerning both the CNO’s strategic principles and the

state of the navy.’

The results of these conferences demonstrated that flag officers throughout the navy
were seriously concerned about the long-term trends and doubted that the United

States could maintain its strength in the future. As one officer expressed it:

Given the money situation, ship and aircraft levels are going to fall. We’re going to get
a lot smaller while the Soviets are going to be more capable. Our business-as-usual
approach is not hacking it. We keep projecting we’re going to get well through big
bucks in the out-years. So we take marginal cuts across the board each budget year
and kid ourselves about the cumulative effects by projecting large growth in funny-
money out-year programs. It’s time to get serious, take some painful vertical cuts and

. . P 8
give up, or at least seriously reduce some missions.

Yet, there seemed no agreement about how to reduce, or which programs to trade off.
The only common thread in the discussion was that too much emphasis was being
given to convoy protection for a long war, given Defense Department priority on a
short war and the relative strength of the NATO allies in the convoy escort role. Over
all, the general organization of the navy for strategy and procurement appeared to be in
disarray to many flag officers. The OpNav staff seemed too busy, too large, and accom-
plishing too little, while only a few people, the CNO, the Vice CNO, OP-06, and OP-090
saw the overall view of the navy. Most believed that better integration was needed.

In considering the CNO’s strategic concepts, most flag officers liked the idea of a set of
principles that could provide rallying concepts for the navy, but they felt that the U.S.
goal was naval superiority. This was a point upon which Hayward was in agreement,
and the one that he made a central theme in his initial posture statement, submitted to
Congress in January 1979. The principles that Hayward had provided were a step in the
right direction, but they did not represent a complete theory. As a group, the flag offi-
cers felt that naval strategy should not start with a focus on a future NATO war but on
the basic geographical fact that the United States is tied to a forward defense strategy,
by culture, by trade, and by historical association to a set of nations in Europe and in
Asia. “We seek an international balance of power, not just the defense of a region. If the

United States is to be a world power and maintain links to Europe, she must control
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the sea when and where needed. Thus, naval superiority relates to perception in peace-

»9

time and performance in crisis, as much as it does to deterrence of a world war.

Most flag officers agreed that a NATO war would be a global war. A few pointed out
that it would be in the best interest of the Soviet Union to limit the war to the area in
which it would be strongest, but the rejoinder to that observation was that the U.S.
Navy could counter this by retaining the option of opening other theaters should it be
in our best interest to do so. Basic national policy required forward deployment of na-
val forces, which had been done for many years. But these objectives had not been pub-
licly stated by the State Department and other agencies so that the navy appeared to be
using forward deployment merely as an excuse to build forces. The flag officers be-
lieved this should be changed. They emphasized that the public needed to perceive that

the navy was responding to policy requirements.

All flag officers agreed that offensive capabilities for the navy were required. Because of
the need for two battle fleets to operate in five theaters (Norwegian Sea, Atlantic, Medi-
terranean, Indian Ocean, and Western Pacific), many argued that the U.S. Navy must
have a strong offensive capability in order to defeat the Soviets in one region, then shift
to defeat them in another. However, as one participant in the Annapolis seminar noted,
naval forces were essentially irrelevant if the national policy was limited to planning for
a 30-day-long Central Front war in Germany. There was very little function for the
navy in a short, nuclear, land war. The navy’s major value lay in conducting a longer
war with conventional weapons, employing forces in ways that caused the Soviets to di-
vert resources from the Central Front. This concept of a future war was not at all what
current national policy expressed. Most participants agreed that the CNO’s strategic
concepts could be rejected on these grounds, as they implied costs which clearly ex-
ceeded their worth in terms of national policy. Therefore, several participants pointed
out that the navy must discuss its strategic perceptions more thoroughly with the Joint
Chiefs and in the office of the Secretary of Defense to bring the options which the navy
could provide into a direct reflection of national policy. From Hayward’s point of view,
this reasoning had the issues backward. His point was that national policy was nonexis-

tent, and that was the situation that needed to be changed.

In the discussions, all the flag officer participants understood that in dealing with So-
viet superiority in numbers, it was a matter of meeting it with U.S. and Allied quality.
However, many felt that there was a need for more precision of expression, since in na-
val warfare, like forces do not fight like forces. Many expressed concern that the Soviets
could, under current rules of engagement, make an effective surprise attack using
weapons that would be of much less use once a war was well underway. However, all

agreed that it was necessary to exploit Soviet disadvantages."
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Some participants in the discussion expressed strong skepticism that the concept of
utilizing the capabilities of the Allies and other U.S. services could be relied upon for a
significant contribution to navy needs. The other American services were viewed as be-
ing so overcommitted that they had to give low priority to naval missions. Some felt
that the Allies lagged behind the United States in capabilities by 5-10 years in ASW and
perhaps by more than that as Aegis became an effective antimissile defense. The NATO
trend had been to increase land forces and decrease sea forces, and this had been com-
pounded by the reluctance of the United States to transfer new technology to the Allies,
because we feared compromising our capabilities and wished to reduce costs by pro-
curing one-of-a-kind items. Since the Allies had largely moved toward convoy escorts,
we had already planned to utilize their capabilities; however, the U.S. Navy remained
America’s worldwide instrument of naval power and must, therefore, retain indepen-
dent capabilities. In general, the participants felt “that this principle may be a politically
necessary nod toward Washington or DoD sensitivities. But it doesn’t count for much

in the real world.”"

In addition, there was great skepticism among the flag offices that the U.S. Navy could
fight a war on short notice, with existing forces. Most agreed that U.S. supply levels in
1979 were not sufficient. “Like a Greek chorus, the flag officers in the fleet kept saying,
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don’t try it—you won’t like the results.

Combined with skepticism about supplies, many saw the idea of employing the navy
with calculated risk as merely a means of offsetting criticism the navy was planning for
some impossible mission, such as sailing into the Barents Sea on D-day. Some pointed
out that when the idea of calculated risk was combined with the current rules of en-
gagement, it would encourage timid behavior and defensive attitudes in peacetime.
Since the U.S. Navy would fight in war as it had trained in peace, there were those who

felt that this strategic concept could be counterproductive.

Hayward was pleased with the lively reaction of the flag community and felt that if they
had accomplished nothing else, the symposia served the useful purpose of stimulating
constructive thought about naval strategy in a community of officers not accustomed
to thinking about such subjects. While recognizing that the response from the flag offi-
cers covered a wide range of diverse viewpoints, Hayward felt it was generally suggestive
of the direction in which he was trying to take the navy. He encouraged flag officers to
write to him directly with their thoughts on strategy and related topics, an invitation

which a number of them accepted."”

Reinforced by the flag community response, Hayward continued to use his strategic
concepts as the basis for thinking about naval force. He gave briefings to Congress, to
the Joint Chiefs, the Defense Science Board, the CNO Executive Panel as well as other
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groups, and used the concepts as the basis for the first part of his annual Posture State-
ment to Congress. An unclassified version was published in the U.S. Naval Institute’s
Naval Review 1979 in an article by Hayward entitled, “The Future of U.S. Sea Power.”"
Drafted for Hayward by Captain William Cockell, the article was based on Hayward’s
unclassified Congressional Testimony, but cast in a new format. It was, as Cockell later
described it, “some simply stated principles . . . simple, not simplistic, and simple, by

»15

design.”” It lacked the sophistication and depth of the classified version, but the article
did express Hayward’s basic concepts on how to think about naval force. For the read-
ers of the Naval Review, Hayward made his point clear: classical naval theory is still
valid. Among those who commented on the article, William S. Lind, legislative assistant
to Senator Gary Hart, wrote “it signals a turn away from the historically French objec-
tives of power projection and sea control and a return to Mahanist outlook.”* Ap-
plauding that trend, Lind pointed out that, in his view, it was still no justification for
building more aircraft carriers. Captain R. A. Bowling, U.S. Navy (Ret.), viewed the sit-
uation from the opposite side when he declared that Hayward had clearly demon-
strated that “ .. debunked Mahanian concepts are being applied in the U.S. Navy
today.”” But Captain W. J. Ruhe retorted, “Today’s reality shows that Mahan is not ob-
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solete.”” Some academic observers, however, found this entire discussion far too sim-
plistic. Dr. Thomas H. Etzold of the Naval War College suggested that much of this
discussion rested on inadequate familiarity with Mahan’s writings. “There is also a ten-
dency to discuss the question of Mahan’s validity in current naval contexts too much
on its own terms,” Etzold wrote, and “to search for direct analogies and mechanical ap-

plication of concepts from another technological and political era.””

Recognizing that Mahan and other classic writings on naval strategy are indispensable
to our own understanding, Etzold concluded, “we need to do better than he did in

thinking through the purpose of any given war as a whole.”

Bureaucratic Refinements

While Hayward’s strategic concepts were being discussed in various fora, the CNO was
directly concerned with making some organizational changes within the navy that
could assist the navy’s leaders in thinking about strategy. First, he wanted to establish a
focal point within the navy staff for discussions on the broad aspects of naval warfare.
In order to do this, in mid-January 1980, Hayward changed OP-095 from the Anti-
Submarine Warfare Directorate to the Directorate of Naval Warfare. The idea behind
this move was to create a directorate that could coordinate the work of the various
platform sponsors, the Deputy CNOs for Air, Submarine, and Surface Warfare, and to
be sympathetic to them while at the same time being the main contact point for the

fleet commanders and their concerns for future war-fighting developments.”’ Much of
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the work of OP-095 dealt necessarily with the integration of the various program
plans, but under its first director, Vice Admiral Kinnard R. McKee, it developed a direct
link to strategic thinking. From his viewpoint, a starting point for assessment in the
Program Objective Memorandum (POM) process is a realistic examination of how the
navy would be used in a future war. In order to do this, McKee also needed to coordi-
nate his work with the Deputy CNO for Plans, Policy, and Operations (OP-06). Here,
Hayward had established the Strategic and Theater Nuclear Warfare Division (OP-65),
under Rear Admiral Powell F. Carter, to be the central point of contact for policy and
planning for nuclear warfare. More importantly, the Strategic Concepts Branch (OP-603)
was soon to become the key office in responding to OP-095’s need to coordinate the
Navy’s Program Planning process with concepts for future plans and policy. The
briefing, which OP-603 prepared for OP-095 to use in this process of coordination,
was what later became known as The Maritime Strategy. This line of development is

followed, in further detail, in chapter four of this study.

Hayward saw another need within the navy staff. For many years the navy had under-
taken long-range planning, and the various groups which had undertaken this work
had varying degrees of success and influence on naval policy.” In January 1980, Hayward
established the Long Range Planning Group (OP-00X), under Rear Admiral Charles R.
Larson on the CNO’s personal staff, and this group reported directly to Hayward. The
group was designed to be a permanent fixture on the CNO’s staff and to have the same
administrative status as the CNO Executive Panel of outside experts, which had been
established exactly a decade earlier by Admiral Zumwalt. A small group of highly quali-
fied officers, OP-00X, took as its mission the assessment of resource limitations on future

naval capabilities and the analysis of alternative strategies for achieving long-range goals.

The Long Range Planning Group had an important area to consider, but Hayward saw
that there was still another aspect of strategic thinking that needed to be carefully ex-
amined: the interplay between strategy and tactics. In order to deal with this aspect,
Hayward wanted to break away from the program planning process that seemed to
dominate so much of the navy’s thinking and to focus on a realistic and effective strat-
egy for fighting at sea. Hayward wanted to form a group made up of extremely capable
and successful naval officers with recent fleet experience, and who themselves would
be the future leaders of the navy, to work toward this new strategy. In the area of tac-
tics, Hayward created Tactical Training Groups in the two fleets to train senior officers—
flag officers, captains and commanders—en route operational commands in naval tac-
tics and the broad issues of force employment. This initiative was a very important one
in raising senior officer sensitivity and professionalism in tactics. Hayward saw the

need for a similar approach for strategy.”
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The CNO Strategic Studies Group Formed

As a leader, Hayward thrived on the interplay of sharply divergent views, and he wanted a
variety of sources and viewpoints to assist him. He felt that no one group had a mo-
nopoly of wisdom, and for that reason he did not want to replace any group but in-
stead chose to create another to fill a gap in perspective, which he felt was missing in
the range of views expressed collectively by the OpNav staff, the CNO Executive Panel,
and others. At the same time, Hayward had two parallel interests: to create a core of fu-
ture naval leaders who were well versed in the role of naval forces in national policy
and strategy and to reestablish the Naval War College, in everyone’s view, as the pinna-
cle for education in naval strategic thinking. As Hayward told the Current Strategy Fo-
rum at the Naval War College in April 1981, “there is no dearth of strategic thinking
going on these days in your navy. What is lacking is a more useful way to capitalize
upon that abundant talent with more alacrity.”* As a step in this direction, Hayward
announced the establishment of “a prestigious Center for Naval Warfare Studies” at the
Naval War College. Along with this, he announced “the creation of a small but impres-
sive cell . . . a group of the best and brighter of our military officers.” Making his point
clear, Hayward declared, “Our objective is to make this Naval War College respected
around the globe as the residence of the finest maritime strategic logic of our time. A
related objective is to provide the Chief of Naval Operations and our senior military
officers with stimuli relative to strategy and tactics in order to make certain that re-
gardless of the perception of those less informed, our navy will never, never be found
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‘sailing backwards.

In selecting the first group of officers for the Strategic Studies Group, Hayward re-
ceived nominations from a wide variety of sources within the navy, and then he per-
sonally reviewed the service jackets of candidates, spending hours on them in an
attempt to find the men he felt would certainly be the best future choices for flag
rank.” The first director of the Strategic Studies Group and the first director of the
newly established Center for Naval Warfare Studies at the Naval War College was
Robert J. Murray, then just leaving office as Under Secretary of the navy. The Strategic
Studies Group was designed to be one element of an organization that included ele-
ments brought together from several parts of the Naval War College: the Advanced Re-
search Department, the Naval War College Press, and the Naval War Gaming Department.
Although the Strategic Studies Group reported directly to the CNO, it was located in
Newport in order to take advantage of the academic atmosphere and resources at the
Naval War College and to use the distance from Washington as insulation from the bu-
reaucratic traumas of Pentagon life. “In July 1981, nobody knew what the Center for
Naval Warfare Studies was to be, including me, .. ” Murray recalled. “There was noth-

ing that we could call all encompassing as to how the navy would operate in war. We
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didn’t even have a system for producing such a concept.”” In thinking about the prob-
lem, Murray saw that a coherent strategy could not be developed in isolation at the
Naval War College. What was needed was “kibitzing,” talking to responsible admirals
and generals, testing ideas, meshing their ideas with others, and “murder boards” for
concepts. Through this process, Murray saw that everyone could have a stake in the is-
sues discussed and that, most importantly, the process could spawn broad ideas that
could merge narrow concepts together. As the process developed, Murray saw that it
was not a question of gaining recognition or glory for one element within the navy, but
to eliminate parochialism and to find some consensus, not only about how several
parts of the navy would work together in wartime, but how the navy would fit within

the broader context of national strategy.”

In thinking about how to approach the work that the Strategic Studies Group would
do, Murray considered carefully the example of previous groups and examined the
process by which a strategy is adopted within the U.S. armed forces. He saw that others

had failed for one or more of a number of reasons:”

+ Poor-quality people.

+ Insufficient contacts with influential and responsible people.
+ Failure to have an integrated effort.

+ Failure to do the legwork in getting the correct input.
+ Too involved with the budget process.

+ Not being in tune with the concerns of key players.

+ Too diverse an effort.

+ Parochial in outlook.

+ Failure to have a marketing approach.

+ Failure to be heard by key people.

+ Too much time expended in research.

Murray believed that the Strategic Studies Group could not be all things to all people.
One needed to pick one’s opportunities and focus, while at the same time using tie-ins
with other institutions, such as those with the Center for Naval Analyses, the Naval
Postgraduate School, and the Naval War College. At the same time, the Group needed
to systemize war-gaming results into a body of analysis. Next, he was convinced that it
was essential that the Group produce something concrete, not just roam off working
on a nebulous project. Murray clearly saw that writing up the study would help to clar-

ify the group’s thinking, focus the effort, and limit the range of subjects dealt with.”
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From this work, briefings could be developed that reflected the careful in-depth, ana-
lytical rigor imposed by a written study.

In choosing a topic, Murray wanted something upon which a general consensus could
be developed and which could be used to say something about how the navy could be
used. In addition, Murray wanted the Strategic Studies Group to travel and to talk di-
rectly with the key military and naval commanders. In order to do this, he needed a
topic of importance and of direct interest. Fighting the Soviet Union in the event of a
future world war was certainly such a topic, but even that topic was so broad and so
complex that it could not be dealt with effectively by a single group in one year of
study. From the outset, Murray saw that the issues must be dealt with sequentially and

. 31
over a period of years.

The first Strategic Studies Group assembled in Newport, R.I. on 31 August 1981. It
consisted of Lt. Col. Richard P. Bland, USMC; Cdr. Arthur K. Cebrowski, USN; Capt.
Franklin D. Julian, USN; Capt. Stuart D. Landersman, USN; Capt. Rene W. Leeds,
USN; Cdr. William A. Owens, USN; Col. Joseph D. Ruane, USMC; and Capt. Daniel J.
Wolkensdorfer, USN. Assisting Murray on the staff were Professor Thomas Etzold,
Lt. Col. Orville E. Hay, USMC, and Cdr. Kenneth McGruther, USN. Starting with an in-
tense indoctrination schedule, the Group moved quickly through a series of readings,
briefings, and lectures from Naval War College faculty, and at the same time, defining in
the first ten days the work that they would undertake. In developing this plan, Murray
and his staff suggested two key areas for work: A near-term offensive strategy and an
offensive strategy of the future. After considering the issues in detail, the Group devel-
oped an initial topic and then began a series of discussions in Washington and with the
major commanders in chief. Meeting with the CNO on 19 October, Admiral Hayward
told the Group that there was a lack of strategic thinking even at the fleet commanders
level. Hayward told them that he wanted the Strategic Studies Group to fill the void
and to convince the leadership of the armed forces that the navy is thinking and that
the Naval War College is the place for that thinking. In viewing the Washington scene,
Hayward believed that there was a need for global perspective in looking at a possible
war with the Soviet Union, one that was not oriented toward SIOP. He felt quite
strongly that no sensible strategy had been developed. “There was no imagination,” he
said, “but only reaction.” Even OP-603, the Strategic Concepts Branch in the navy staff,
was only “crashing for tomorrow.” What Hayward wanted was not an instantly created
strategy, but a well-framed understanding of the issues with possible resolutions. With
these ideas available, Hayward wanted to market them to fleet staffs and through the
operational chain of command, in an effort to impact the two-star level and up. In par-
ticular, he wanted three and four-star officers themselves to think about strategy and

not to be trapped by OP-plans. Hayward believed that flag officers in general had a
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tendency to wait for Washington to take the initiative, and he believed that they should
be operating more independently and innovatively in the area of strategy. This was why
he had gone to such lengths earlier to involve the flag community in the preparation of
his Strategic Concepts. In conducting his discussion with the Strategic Studies Group,
Hayward told them to consider carefully the uncertainties involved in thinking about
future strategies and to think in decisive terms, not gradual ones. It was not a question
of formulating a strategy to give a signal but to achieve broader strategic aims. “We can

afford a war of attrition,” he told them. “Don’t be timid.””

The Ambiance for Strategic Thinking in 1981

The Strategic Studies Group did not operate in a vacuum. Its first mission was to edu-
cate itself in the strategic thinking of the day and to move forward, unencumbered by
the friction of bureaucracy, to stimulate flag officers who held positions of responsibil-
ity for executing strategy in wartime. In the 1970s, one of the characteristic problems
of the naval bureaucracy was the way in which it tended to isolate thought within cer-
tain communities within the navy, preventing the exchange of views that was a neces-
sary prerequisite to the formation of a generally accepted opinion. Like the Naval
Warfare Directorate with the navy staff, the Strategic Studies Group was designed to try
to surmount the natural and artificial barriers to a free exchange of thinking that had
developed over the years. In many ways, the Strategic Studies Group acted like a small
swarm of honeybees, migrating from one flag officer to another, discussing issues, ex-
changing views, and carrying the pollen of stimulating thought from one widely sepa-
rated command to another. Charged as they were with thinking, in global terms, about
how to win a future conventional war with the Soviet Union, the viewpoints that they
carried were so different from what had previously been heard, that they shocked some
listeners. As Captain Rene Leeds recounted, “the first reaction was to shoot the messen-
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ger.”” However, once the initial defensive reaction was overcome, a fruitful exchange of

opinion developed that was both educational and constructive.

The various viewpoints that were expressed to the Strategic Studies Group were impor-
tant factors in bringing those ideas directly into the forefront of strategic perceptions
within the Navy Department. At Marine Corps Headquarters, for example, the Group
was told it would get strong support for its approach and goals. Looking at the issues,
Major General Bernard Trainor advised that future naval operations must include use
of all appropriate U.S. forces and must integrate the Air Force into naval operations,
thereby preventing the Air Force from assuming control of naval tasks. In OpNav, Vice
Admiral Gordon Nagler, Director, Command and Control (OP-094), advised that the
Soviets were most vulnerable due to centralization of command and control, while the

United States was very dependent upon communication and was weak in the area of
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interconnectivity. In the Office of Naval Warfare, Vice Admiral Kinnard McKee advised
the Group that naval strategy could be attempted without national strategy and em-
phasized his view that there is only one principle of war: concentration of force. Rear
Admiral William R. Smedberg IV, the Director of the Force Level Plans Division,
pointed out that in reality, we are driven in our strategy by what we can build, due to
fiscal constraints, and then we devise how we can best fight with what is provided. But
McKee responded that despite that, the navy should press for a naval strategy in isola-
tion from political and fiscal constraints. Vice Admiral Robert Walters, Deputy CNO
for Surface Warfare (OP-03) reminded the Group that one year is too short a time to
finish the development of a complete strategy. Fully supporting the work of the SSG,
Walters thought that its approach to strategy was correct and that it was on the proper
course of development. He pointed out that the Reagan administration laid great stress
on the necessity to have sustainability in a long war as opposed to the Carter adminis-
tration’s stress on short war. This change, however, had not yet been reflected in a fleet
organization that emphasized fighting capabilities. In developing a strategy to go along

with this, Walters said that risk acceptance must be weighed.

Some of the most important issues that the SSG faced were brought clearly into focus
in discussions with various officers in OP-06. Echoing early advice, one planner asked
the Group whether the SSG might “develop strategy in a vacuum” unless it first had a
good understanding of national goals, national strategy, vital interests, and so forth,
which are “inherently squishy.” In response, Vice Admiral Sylvester Foley defended the
SSG’s position by pointing out that in any war, the role of the U.S. Navy was to first
“take care” of the Soviet Navy. Therefore, the goal of the United States is “maritime su-
premacy” through defeating “the next-best navy.” The Strategic Studies Group is right,
Foley said. Approaching the issue from another angle, Rear Admiral Ronald Kurth, Di-
rector of the Political Military Policy Branch (OP-61) asked the Group whether it
would not be more useful to focus on strategy for lesser situations, the ones that we
could expect to have to deal with every day rather than for the less likely event of a gen-
eral war. Kurth’s deputy, however, supported the SSG’s approach by pointing out that
one had to be sure to be able to deal with the Soviet Navy—or the United States would
not be able to maintain itself as the best navy and, therefore, could not maintain
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American maritime superiority.

The various visits and discussions continued throughout the year for the Strategic
Studies Group. As they became acquainted with the various segments of American na-
val thinking, they also learned about the Soviet Navy. As they became aware of the gen-
eral trend in Soviet naval developments and strategic thought (see pp. 23-36), they
were concerned primarily with how they would fare in a war with the Soviets. A key in-

fluence on the SSG’s thinking in this regard was the work of the Navy Net Assessor. In a
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briefing to the SSG in Newport, Captain W. H. J. Manthorpe reflected the latest intelli-

gence analysis when he told them:

+ Overall the Soviet Navy outnumbers the U.S. Navy 3.5 to 1.

+ In open ocean warfare, the Soviets still have an advantage by 1.8 to 1.
+ The quality of the two navies appears about equal.

+ The Soviet advantage lies in frigates and conventional submarines, while a signifi-
cant portion of the U.S. Navy open-ocean tonnage is in aircraft carriers, amphibious

ships, and supply vessels.

+ The U.S. Navy is well poised for dealing with crises without warning, but the Soviet
Navy can “outsurge” the U.S. Navy within 4 to 5 days, to a ratio of 1.6 to 1.

+ Sheer numbers suggest that if the U.S. Navy is to operate close to Eurasia, it will need
the support of NATO’s naval force, including France, in order to have the potential

for equal strength.

In short, Manthorpe stressed to the Group that the two navies were so equally matched
that it was no longer possible for mere brute force to count. The key factors in a war
were how the forces would be used, what allies, missions, and force multipliers em-
ployed, and who shoots first. The areas of critical importance will be initiative, sur-
prise, and analysis of weakness. In this the SSG had a role in initiating the process of

navy-wide thinking on how the U.S. Navy would be used in a war against the Soviets.”

In considering naval strategy, the influence of political leaders also played a key role. In
office less than six months, Secretary of the Navy John Lehman met with the SSG for a
luncheon. During the course of their meeting, Lehman told them that the driving con-
sideration behind development of the 600-ship navy was geographical, not war-time
specific. In addition, the basic measure must be of the war-time capabilities of the So-
viet Navy with the demand of naval presence and crisis operations as lesser included
cases. A key factor in developing the U.S. Navy is to ensure that the rest of the world
perceives that the U.S. Navy is capable of coping with the Soviet threat to American in-
terests. In Lehman’s view, 600 ships was a minimum to support the 15 carriers that are

required for dealing with the geopolitical situation.

In looking at naval strategy in this early period of his administration, Lehman saw that
there was too broad a gap between naval operations and the “armchair strategists.” He
believed that the navy needed coherent and institutionalized thinking about how a
600-ship navy could be used. Those ships and weapons are only tools, he emphasized,
the question is “how do you fight with what you are going to get?” The creative think-
ing that had already been done dealt with peacetime crises, not war, Lehman believed.
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We need to raise a generation of warrior admirals, he told the Group, not program
managers. We need to focus on the battle of, say, the Norwegian Sea, rather than the
battle of the budget. As Lehman himself thought about a maritime strategy for the
United States, he believed that any war between the United States and the Soviet Union
would be a global one. As he looked at different regions, he thought that the United
States should cut back its sights in terms of how much should be invested in the Per-
sian Gulf area during a major U.S.-USSR war. He felt that it would be a great mistake
to be overly involved in a ground war in that region, even if the oil resources were
closed off without a U.S. presence in southwest Asia. With less than 500 ships, Lehman
believed that the United States could not fight a global war, but would have to abandon
one or more key areas and allies. In this situation the Soviets would be readily able to
block later attempts by the United States to reenter the areas it had abandoned. In sum-
mation, Lehman remarked that it was conceivable that the United States could lose the
battle for Europe and still not lose the war, but it was inconceivable that the United

States could lose at sea and avoid losing the war.”

Another important influence on the development of the Strategic Studies Group’s
thinking came from its early decision to use war gaming as one of its key analytical
tools. First, the Strategic Studies Group used the advantage of being at the Naval War
College in close contact with the War Gaming Department. Several staff members in
the newly formed Center for Naval Warfare Studies, Professor Etzold, Commander
McGruther and Lieutenant Colonel Hay, had been closely involved with the Global War
Games, which had been started in 1979 through the initiative of Captain Hugh Nott,

Commander Jay Hurlburt, and Professor Francis J. West, Jr.

The Global War Games were created to identify issues that required attention in plan-
ning a global strategy. Their purpose was to gain a better understanding of those na-
tional command authority decisions that were needed early on in a global war. In
addition, the games sought to consider the issues involved in escalation, the relation-
ship among regional requirements, constraints created by logistics factors, and the ef-
fects of varying strategy during a war. Professor Richmond Lloyd described the Global
War Game as “a jellyfish with all its ganglia hanging down for everyone to look at and
examine,” and Bud Hay suggested further that “it exposes the bad with the good, our
weaknesses along with our strengths. The good guys don’t always win, the bad guys
aren’t always ten feet tall and there are a lot more guys who don’t like either the good

»37

guys or the bad guys.”” By the time the first Strategic Studies Group assembled in New-
port in the summer of 1981, three Global War Games had been played and insights had
already been established along the very same perspective that the SSG wished to ex-
plore. The war games provide insights along many avenues of thought at the matrix of

world events, military capabilities, and technical boundaries. Reflections on the games
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varied from individual to individual. For Fred Ikle, the experience of the first Global
Game in 1979 led him to conclude that:

Short of a concept for victory, the overarching concept that is needed is some idea
about the assets that the United States and the Alliance should protect or secure, so as
to terminate the fighting and to prevail in the long drawn-out competition that would
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follow a cease-fire.

In the following year, another participant concluded, “the game tended to bear out that
command of the seas tends after all to be a zero sum matter, and that for a maritime
nation such as the U.S., command of the seas is the sine qua non for a ‘forward strategy’
in any type of war”” Another participant in the same game concluded that the United
States needed a large, high-quality strike capability for an extended campaign. “This is
where Navy can play,” he concluded, “because submarines, warships, and other vessels
can be survivable in general war and can have the firepower and endurance necessary
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to continue the fight.

By the spring of 1981, the themes that had been developed in the early Global War
Games were beginning to be echoed in Washington. The Secretary of Defense’s Policy
and Capabilities Review concluded in April-June 1981 that planning for a global war
required a new pattern of thinking that developed an integrated regional approach,
with revised strategy and force priorities. Offensive combinations of force were needed
to exploit vulnerabilities and to unbalance Soviet strategy. In this, anti-SSBN opera-
tions, anti-LRA/SNA, and ASAT appeared to be promising. In considering a global war,
it would be important, however, to deny the Soviets means of escalating the conflict.
This would be a key factor in controlling the war to the advantage of the United States,
keeping it global, but conventional. Investing in conventional force will in the longer
run have a higher payoff than nuclear forces. Prolonging the war by keeping it a con-
ventional war offers the advantage of improving the U.S. industrial defense base. This
policy will be long, hard, and expensive, involving many government agencies, but the
change to an offensive conventional capability and increased force structure would re-
sult in changes to the strategic balance over time, emphasizing American flexibility,

mobility, and sustainability, the Review concluded."

In the fall of 1981, the Strategic Studies Group was able to reflect on the major insights
that had emerged from the first three Global War Games. The Naval War College staff

summarized them as follows:"”
+ Strategic lift and allies’ consent are all-essential to U.S. flexibility.

+ In a global war, Southwest Asia winds up as a strategic backwater.
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+ Naval force may offer the sole means of getting at core Soviet vulnerabilities short of

intercontinental missiles.

+ Need to consider the “value added” of naval forces in getting out of a Central Front

syndrome and to think about how to win wars.
+ U.S. power plays more heavily in longer wars:
o but early force employment serves deterrence and helps reassure allies.
o results in a critical dichotomy in how to use the navy in the early days of a war.
o initial rules of engagement are critical to survivability.
+ Escalation aspects need to be part of all systematic thinking:
o U.S./NATO “first use” concept is to deny Soviets political advantage.
o Adverse perceptions of the nuclear balance constrain options at all levels.
o “Tit-for-tat” escalation usually works to Blue’s disadvantage.

The Strategic Studies Group began its own series of seminar war games as a means to
develop further insights. During two games in October and November 1981, they ex-
amined current war plans cumulatively to determine current naval war-fighting capa-
bilities and vulnerabilities in a global war. These games reinforced the idea that a
long-war strategy warranted attention in the overall American strategic approach. In
addition to preventing the Soviets from winning by an early move or foreclosing the
option for Western rearmament, the games suggested that long-term strategy would
compound Soviet calculations for the correlation of forces in the early period of a war
and increase the uncertainty for them in taking any dramatic or destabilizing moves
that could cause the United States to begin to move toward a major wartime produc-
tion effort. “However,” the Group noted, a long-war strategy is “expensive, politically
dangerous on both a domestic and international basis, and has substantial warfighting
shortfalls.” In the course of the game, the SSG members noted that they had not yet as-
certained how the navy could make a strategic difference. At the outset of their work,
they could see that the navy provided support to the land battle and secured the
sea-lanes of communication over which reinforcements and resupply must pass. “But
is that enough?” they asked. It still left the navy in the role of supporting ground forces
in an attrition war on a single front. “It still needs to be asked whether there might not
be some better way to influence the outcome than merely [by] helping the Army to lose
more slowly.”” In making that observation, they determined that the most important
aspect of their work was to seek “a maritime strategy that subsumes the continental
strategic approach embodied in the Central Front focus.” Viewed regionally, they saw

that the development of strategic objectives by which the navy could make a difference
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might include the ability to operate with relative impunity in the upper reaches of the
Norwegian Sea, against Soviet SSBNs, and against the Balkan industrial base from the
Eastern Mediterranean.” About this same time, SSG staff member Commander Kenneth
McGruther reflected on the issues involved in a draft memo entitled, The Essence of Stra-
tegic Thinking. “We must continuously reinforce in the Soviet mind the perception that
it could not win a war with the United States, both before a war, to enhance deterrence,
and at all phases of the war should it occur,” McGruther wrote. “The key point here is
that the desired prospect must be as perceived and measured in Soviet terms.”” The basic
issue, as he had summarized it, was to take the defeat of Soviet strategy as the central
frame of reference for American military strategy rather than to derive a strategy from

American national interests alone.

As each succeeding group of officers worked within the Strategic Studies Group, it de-
veloped and refined a progressively better articulation of the nature of the Soviet threat
and a more coherent approach for using naval forces to achieve national aims. Each
group found the need to examine the best use of all national resources to understand
the role of naval forces, putting the navy in the forefront of thinking about joint and
combined strategy. The first Strategic Studies Group established the basic tenets and
conceptual feasibility of a forward maritime strategy, focusing on Soviet missions and
sensitivities, and using a theater-wide combined arms approach to exploit Western ad-
vantages. The first Strategic Studies Group developed a concept for a forward Maritime

Strategy, which they explained in the following way:

A U.S. Maritime Strategy of Forward Area Power Projection

Naval forces can contribute to deterring the start of war and, deterrence failing, to ter-
minating war with the Soviet Union on terms favorable to the United States and its al-
lies through a maritime strategy of forward area power projection." Whereas naval
forces are currently intended to achieve sea control in the Atlantic and the Pacific in or-
der to protect the sea lines of communication (SLOCs) to Europe and Asia, a naval
strategy that projected forces quickly into forward areas on multiple fronts would not
only protect those lines of communication but would also upset the Soviets’ war-fighting
calculations, help break their concentration on the Central Front, and frustrate their

ambitions for swift victory.

The purpose of this forward naval strategy is, first, to deter war by convincing the So-
viet Union, in political circumstances leading toward war, that a successful combat out-
come would be uncertain or unlikely and, therefore, an attempt would be unwarranted;
second, in war, to prevent the Soviet Union from achieving its naval objectives, thereby
encouraging an early end to hostilities; and, third, to ensure that at fighting’s end,

whatever the outcome, there remain afloat no significant Soviet naval forces able to
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threaten the United States and its surviving allies or to protect Soviet shores for years

to come.

Although subject to some political constraints, this is a strategy that begins with the
rapid placement of forces capable of slowing or halting Soviet expansion inside the So-
viet defensive arcs prior to the start of hostilities. The positioning of these forces is sup-
ported by intensive surveillance of Soviet force movements to ensure that Soviet
actions are consistent with the estimate of Soviet intentions used as the premise for this
strategy. Intensive surveillance also demonstrates an intention to assume the initial en-
gagements at the start of war. These actions will cause the Soviet calculations to predict
a worse and more uncertain outcome than if the actions were not taken and, therefore,

will have a deterrent effect.

Should the USSR continue along the path to war, U.S. and NATO forces would be posi-
tioned both to prevent Soviet/Warsaw Pact expansion on the maritime flanks and to
destroy promptly the ships and aircraft of the Soviet Navy while they are still close to
their home waters and fields. Victories in the initial stages of the war are extremely im-
portant for solidifying alliances and for convincing allies that they are on the winning
side. The visible loss of major Soviet surface ships early in the war is important not only
to NATO but also in the Pacific, where China and Japan may be watching carefully for
U.S. successes. In addition, the loss of these major surface ships should impress Soviet
allies. Moreover, their loss will be a loss to the Soviets themselves of strategic early warn-

ing, command and control, air defense, and antisubmarine defense of strategic forces.

The SSG then went on to discuss, at a higher classification, the stepped up antisubma-
rine warfare campaign in forward areas that would follow the removal of Soviet surface
vessels. This included an option to attack Soviet SSBNs with conventional weapons
from U.S. and British nuclear submarines. The SSG believed that losses in Soviet SSBNs
would affect the Soviets’ calculation of forces required for nuclear war fighting and
shake their confidence in the stability of their strategic nuclear forces. While the Soviets
seemed to expect to lose some SSBNs, the key issue is the rate at which those losses
would occur. Slow attrition would not affect their calculations, but a high attrition be-
fore the nuclear threshold was approached would tend to raise that threshold even fur-
ther as the Soviets calculated that they could not “win” in an exchange of nuclear
weapons. It would seem that the Soviets would choose to terminate a war if a signifi-
cant portion of their SSBNs were sunk—unless they believed that the Communist

Party of the Soviet Union was being seriously threatened.

Stripping the surface and anticarrier submarine forces from the Soviets would leave
their flanks vulnerable and forestall any sizeable sortie on their part into the Atlantic

and Pacific Oceans. Placing U.S. and allied air defense aircraft at bases on the flanks
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would limit Soviet naval and long-range aviation approaches to carrier battle groups;
placing U.S. and allied attack aircraft at the same bases would present a threat that the
Soviets could not ignore. This should cause them to divert resources to attack these

bases with consequent attrition of their air armies.

At the same time, the SSG pointed out that the anti-SSBN campaign, the U.S., British,
and French SSBNs remained a “redundancy of resolve” to use nuclear weapons, giving

further doubts to Soviet calculations on their ability to go on the offensive.

Faced with (1) the rapid deployment of forces that are stronger than anticipated, (2)
aggressive land and sea defense that slows their expansion on the flanks, (3) stripped
naval and air defenses that leave the Soviet homeland threatened, and (4) loss of strate-
gic nuclear systems to conventional forces without any ability to retaliate in kind, it is
anticipated that the Soviets would seek war termination prior to increasingly intensive

assaults by Marines and CVBGs on the Soviet flanks and not risk nuclear war.

The SSG concluded its statement of the overall strategic concept by noting that this
proposed naval strategy did not pretend that war can be deterred or won by naval
forces alone. The war will be essentially lost if the Central Front does not hold. Naval
achievements, although great in themselves, may well prove insufficient should the So-
viet Union be able, or think herself able, to achieve a quick and overwhelming victory
on the Central Front. Even though it is likely to continue longer, war games and studies
indicate that the war will probably be decided in the first 20 days. The resupply of Eu-
rope cannot be conducted within 20 days. A successful national strategy, therefore, will
have strong conventional ground and air components that can hold at least long

enough for the maritime pressure on the flanks to make a difference.

Looking into the application of the strategy, the SSG concluded that there was one the-
ater in which the major missions of the Soviet Navy in protecting its strategic naval
forces (SSBNs) and attacking U.S. and allied strategic naval forces (carriers and SSBNs)
are carried out simultaneously. This is in the Norwegian Sea. The northern tier of Eu-
rope also is the most sensitive for the Soviets, because it provides direct access to the
Soviet heartland. After careful study, the SSG concluded that it was possible for the U.S.
and NATO forces to control the sensitive Norwegian Sea area, thereby putting greater
pressure on the Soviets, altering their perceptions of risk and of the likelihood to
achieve their theater and war objectives. Combined with pressure on the southern and
Pacific fronts, U.S. and allied success in the northern tier should influence the Soviets

to end the war, even on terms favorable to the United States and NATO.

A U.S. and NATO strategy that included control of the Norwegian Sea would reduce
the area in which Soviet naval forces could operate east of the Svalbard Islands—North
Cape line. Previously, U.S. and NATO forces seldom ventured beyond the Greenland-
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Iceland-Norway line, and waters north of that line were considered, at best, “contested,”
and at worst, Soviet-dominated. Moving north of the line, U.S. and NATO forces would
decrease Soviet ability to defend the homeland, restrict Soviet SSBN operating areas,
and complicate Soviet interdiction of the sea lines of communication further south of
the Atlantic.

U.S. and NATO success in the northern tier can be achieved through the use of com-
bined arms and forward battle force operations, the SSG concluded. The employment
of total capabilities in all U.S. forces would take advantage of mismatches in Soviet ca-

pabilities and provide a superior concentration of force.”

CINCs Conference in Newport, October 1982

On 28 October 1982, the new Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral James Watkins, con-
vened the first of the annual conferences of navy commanders in chief during his ten-
ure as CNO. He chose Newport, R.I., rather than the traditional locale of Annapolis or
Washington, because he wanted to stress the role of the Naval War College as a premier
site for strategic thinking within the navy. On 17 August, Admiral Watkins met for the
first time, as CNO, with the Strategic Studies Group. The first group had already left
Newport for their duty assignments, and the second group had been gathered shortly
before to begin its work for the new academic year 1982-1983. In the course of the
meeting, Watkins heard the SSG’s general approach and its initial plans for the coming
year. “I like what I am hearing,” he told the Group, “this will be the focal point of naval
strategic thinking.”* Going on, he pointed out that there was a great disparity in the
understanding of fleet commanders in the area of naval strategy. Therefore it was im-
portant for the strategic concepts to be fully explained. “Let the stuff hang out,”
Watkins told the Group. “The basic systems of the navy are fundamentally OK, but we
need a strategic overlay and confluence of thoughts.” Encouraged by what he had
heard, he told the SSG II, “You guys make sense.” Carrying on from this discussion,
Watkins asked Strategic Studies Group Director Robert Murray to prepare a brief
memorandum that would outline the framework within which U.S. naval forces could

best be utilized toward the objective of defeating Soviet strategy.

The memorandum was drafted by Commander Kenneth McGruther and members of
the Strategic Studies Group, then reviewed and approved by the CNO and the Fleet
commanders in chief at their Newport conference. As the CINCs listened to the first
draft of the briefing by Commander McGruther, they had varying reactions. Admiral
William J. Crowe felt that the concepts needed to be fleshed out for the particular
problems of the Mediterranean and would be hard to employ there. He felt also that
the intelligence estimate overestimated the rigidity of Soviet thinking and practice. Ad-

miral Foley suggested that the concept reflected some intellectual arrogance on the part
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of the Navy. Admiral Watkins emphasized that it was necessary to deal with the United
States as a whole, not just the navy alone. In the absence of a general strategy, it was
necessary to create one. He felt that what had been presented was thought provoking,
had a great deal of meat to it, and was not far off from the conceptual framework that
was wanted. Admiral Small, the vice chief, commented that it is a global strategy to pre-
vent global war. “In most of the world, it is primarily naval. This is a framework for
where we are moving.” Every one of the commanders in chief had to buy off on it; the
concepts of the CINCs must fit within it, Small stressed. “Confidence in ourselves is
important; we have to say we’ll win. This must become a framework within which we

work. We need to build in sufficient flexibility, but also specifically,” Small advised.”

The final 14-page “Memorandum on Maritime Strategy” that the CINCs agreed to at
their Newport meeting, after their initial discussions about it and recommendations
concerning its revision, was published in the Center for Naval Warfare Studies, New-

port Papers series.” The final statement concluded:

Our first task is to secure access to the battle theater, ensuring needed supplies and re-
inforcements can arrive and helping to keep our lines of communications to our allies
open so that they will stay with us. Second, we need to operate aggressively at sea to
secure our own flanks and expose those of the enemy. Principally this is the task of
sinking the Soviet fleet and securing essential lodgements. Third, our naval forces can
help stabilize the front by contributing directly to the land battle, or do so indirectly—
and in conjunction with tac air, amphibious, allied forces—by exerting leverage
against the enemy’s flanks or rear or allies. Finally, the navy can contribute impor-
tantly in the time dimension by being able to attack his strategic assets so that the So-
viets find what they consider their ultimate strategic leverage being reduced over time.
Beyond that, the CINCs agreed that what was necessary was to flesh out the compre-
hensive approach to strategy by developing a family of regional concepts of opera-
tions. These should be tested in war games and amplified with rigorous analysis, being
brutally honest in the assumptions used, analyzing the results and applying them. The
frame of reference should be implemented, in part, by making better use of the Naval
War College. At the same time, the comprehensive approach to strategy must be evo-
lutionary, taking account of evolutions in Soviet strategy as well as changing technol-

ogies, vulnerabilities, and force levels.
Strategic Studies Group II

During the academic year 1982-1983, the second Strategic Studies Group adopted the
tenets of forward defense and immediate pressure on the Soviets, which had been
used in the previous year, but went further to apply them to the southern European

and Pacific theaters, continuing the development of a worldwide integrated maritime
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employment strategy. In its work, the SSG II sought fresh options for initial employ-
ment, by examining how, in the critical period of imminent hostilities through the
early weeks of combat, we might wrest the initiative from the enemy and score a signif-
icant, early Allied victory in the maritime theaters. While its principal task was the de-
velopment of war-fighting concepts, they took heed of the point Admiral Watkins had
made during the October 1982 CINCs conference. Naval forces, Watkins had stressed,
must help achieve “deterrence to the last” in a time of rising tensions and potential
hostilities. Carrying this concept forward, the SSG II saw that the foundations of deter-
rence must be laid in peacetime, through forward deployment of forces, national and
multinational exercises demonstrating proficiency, and “surge” deployments which

demonstrate the U.S. capabilities to reinforce Europe.”

In a single theater crisis, naval forces have excelled in rapid deployment to the scene.
The global crisis, however, presented a less familiar and less certain situation for deter-
rence. What one side perceives as a deterrent can as easily be seen as war posturing and
provocation by the other. Evaluating that issue carefully, SSG II concluded “that coor-
dinated force deployments in the maritime theater have a potentially synergistic impact
which can help deter war, in part because the maritime theaters have the potential for

directly threatening the Soviet homeland.””

If global deterrence failed and a general war began, the best strategy would be to attack
all Soviet forward-deployed forces within hours of the commencement of hostilities. A
continuing, coordinated effort to fight forward, SSG II concluded, would significantly
reduce the Soviet offensive strategic reserve while reducing homeland defenses. This,
they believed, would provide an integrated strategy for all the maritime theaters “that

involves a difference.”

Examining the Mediterranean theater, SSG II looked at the full range of possibilities,
ranging from withdrawal of the carrier battle groups entirely to “a full forward press”
into the eastern Mediterranean. They concluded that a full forward posture was prefer-
able, since the United States routinely operates in the eastern Mediterranean in crisis.
Such a presence signals both commitment to our allies as well as determination to an
enemy. This concept involved risk, and SSG II concluded that earlier studies, which had
determined that even a two-carrier battle group could not long survive, were too pessi-
mistic. They went on to develop a tactical concept of carrier havens that could be used
to allow carriers to survive in the forward areas and to let them strike at the Soviets
from the onset of war. In the Mediterranean this involved an antisurface warfare cam-
paign that rapidly destroyed the Soviet Mediterranean squadron as an anticarrier
threat. Then, using deception and target denial as the basis for a campaign against

Soviet long-range bombers, these would also be paralleled with early carrier and
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land-based forces in the southern flank that would slow the Soviets’ growing force ad-
vance, focus Soviet attention away from the Mediterranean, and tie down Soviet air
forces. In achieving these objectives, the defense of both Greece and Turkey would be

essential.

This strategic plan envisaged two related and feasible naval campaigns which would

contribute greatly to the overall strategic objectives:

(1) The destruction of the Soviet Mediterranean squadron, and possibly its operating

bases in Libya and Syria.

(2) The organization of a “gauntlet defense” of the Aegean Sea which, even if the
Dardanelles were to fall, would deny entrance to the Mediterranean to all Soviet ships
in the Black Sea. This would involve both U.S. and allied air, surface, subsurface, and

mining forces.
In looking at the Pacific theater as a third campaign, SSG 1I identified four objectives:
+ Defending U.S. territory.
+ Defending the Pacific sea lines of communication.
+ Sinking the Soviet Navy.
+ Putting direct pressure on the USSR.

To SSG 11, all but the last seemed easily scheduled in the Pacific. Beyond participation
in a worldwide campaign of attrition against Soviet SSBNs, they saw few targets within
reach from the Pacific that could pose a fundamental war-stopping threat to the Soviet
Union. However, China was a potential lever to the extent that if U.S. military actions
weakened the Soviet position against China, then the United States would put pressure

on the Soviets.

In a war in the Pacific, Soviet military forces would be highly dependent on the role of
Japan, SSG II concluded. The simultaneous movement of U.S. forces along the Aleu-
tians and north from the Philippines would be designed to force Soviet forces away
from the Chinese border or to grant U.S. air superiority over the battle area. The final
movement to seize the Kurile Island chain, thereby opening the Sea of Okhotsk, Sakhalin
Island, and the northern Belkin coast to further attack would be strongly dependent on
Japanese participation, although some options would still remain if Japan chose to stay

neutral in a U.S.-Soviet war.

Upon completion of SSG II’s work, Robert J. Murray left the Center for Naval Warfare
Studies to take up a position at the John E. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard
University. Just before leaving Newport in September 1983, Murray wrote to Admiral
William N. Small, Commander in Chief, Allied Forces Southern Europe, sending him
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the first three Newport Papers, consisting of reports of the first two Strategic Studies
Group and the memorandum on Maritime Strategy. In his letter, Murray reflected on
the work of the previous two years, and concluded that these three documents repre-
sented “an agreed concept” of naval operations—a maritime strategy—for general war.”
In short, there was general agreement between the Fleets, OpNav, and Headquarters

Marine Corps on the overall approach that they proposed.
Summarizing the outlook that had been developed, Murray wrote,

The principles espoused here cut across the bow of prevailing opinion in some in-
stances, but the strategy is not radically different from long-held conceptions of the
proper employment of naval forces. The principles would not be unfamiliar to
Mahan. In particular, our work confirms the value for national strategy of naval
forces designed, trained and intended for offensive operations, and rejects as imprac-
tical and undesirable the notion, sometimes espoused outside the Navy Department,
of a defensively organized and equipped navy. It is clear to us that the best defense re-

. 53
mains a good offense.’

“The concept of forward defense, adopted as NATO strategy and applied to land and
air forces already is equally applicable to naval forces,” Murray wrote, “it adds much to
deterrence and places naval forces in preferred positions if deterrence fails.” Going fur-
ther, Murray noted that the SSG found no instance where it was necessary for U.S. na-
val forces to employ nuclear weapons to achieve their objection. “While it is necessary
to understand how to operate in a nuclear environment,” Murray concluded, “it is not
necessary to take the initiative in using nuclear weapons for naval purposes; on the

54

contrary, the use of nuclear weapons at sea appears to be to our clear disadvantage.

Strategic Studies Group III

In the summer of 1983, Dr. Robert S. Wood was appointed Dean of the Center for Naval
Warfare Studies and Director of the Strategic Studies Group. An academic, Wood had
been professor of government and foreign affairs at the University of Virginia and then
chairman of the Strategy Department at the Naval War College from 1980 to 1983.
When Wood took charge of the SSG, the group was faced with three major issues that it
might explore. Since the first two Strategic Studies Groups had examined the issues in-
volved in how to use forces in the early stages of a global war, the strategy that had
been developed was a war-fighting strategy. Having established that, one could then ex-
amine how such a war-fighting strategy could be used in peacetime as an effective de-
terrent to war, complementing work being undertaken in OpNav. Alternatively, the
SSG could go forward in its examination of global war and examine the issues involved

in terminating a war. Or thirdly, quite apart from a global war against the Soviet
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Union, which was the focus of The Maritime Strategy, one could examine how in crisis
the navy might be used so that should a crisis deteriorate into war neither the navy nor
the country would be awkwardly placed. When these various choices were presented to
Admiral Watkins for his decision as to what direction the Strategic Studies Group
should take, he chose the third option.55

The third Strategic Studies Group devoted its work during the academic year 1983—
1984 to examining strategies for handling outlying Soviet client states during the crisis
preceding a NATO-Warsaw Pact war and strategies for employing naval forces in the
types of regional crises to which the U.S. Navy must frequently respond. In doing this,
they focused on three cases: Cuba, Libya, and Southwest Asia.

The case studies on Libya and the Persian Gulf touched on issues that came to pass
later in the U.S. strike against Libya in 1986 and in the Persian Gulf in 1987. Neither of
these studies dealt directly with the problem of a regional crisis which would directly
affect a global war against the Soviets. The case study on Cuba did do this. In looking at
Cuba, SSG III noted that while Atlantic Fleet forces might be deployed in strength
against Cuba at the outbreak of a war with the Soviet Union, they could not both do
this and “defend forward” in the Norwegian Sea and eastern Mediterranean as postu-
lated by The Maritime Strategy. The foreseen problem is one of inopportune positioning

»56

or “maldeployment.

The Forward Maritime Strategy requires that virtually all U.S. naval forces be posi-
tioned well forward within striking range of the Soviet Union in order to deter the start
of a war and to be positioned to seize the initiative should war start. In order to prevent
maldeployment in meeting this objective, the United States must rely on economy of
force in outlying areas. SSG III concluded that it was not possible to destroy or neutral-
ize outlying Soviet client states. However, sufficient force must be positioned to deter
them from participating in the war or to prevent them from affecting the war effort,
should they attempt it. The United States would need less force in outlying areas if it
confined its objectives to protecting the sea and air lanes of communication in the war
against the Soviet Union. Should destruction or neutralization of these client states be
required, then the ability to sustain the Forward Maritime Strategy would be reduced,
risking failure of that strategy. Conversely, as the Forward Maritime Strategy succeeds,
outlying client states would be cut away from the Soviet Union and would be unable, if

not unwilling, to support it.
In its final conclusion, SSG III summarized its work into three main points:

1. Crisis responses are not interceptions to our normal business; they are an integral

part of it.
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2. Crises are primarily political events, not military ones, and naval forces cannot be
applied without accommodating political considerations within military operations.

The military effort cannot be separated from the political objectives.

3. The Forward Maritime Strategy can be expanded to include suitable responses to
crises. If we plan ahead, our strategies for handling those crises can be executed with-

out degrading our ability to carry out that Maritime Strategy.”

In addition, SSG III recommended that regional strategies be developed using carefully
sized, even modest forces. “The defeat of the Soviets must be the primary objective; we
take forces from that objective at our peril,” they concluded. At the same time, they

warned, “for a CINC to have only one course of action planned may be insufficient . ..
no single plan can be expected to fit all enemy actions. A range of alternatives is clearly

258
necessary.

Strategic Studies Group IV

During the 1984-1985 academic year, SSG IV turned to study the issues of deterrence
posed by The Maritime Strategy. Where SSG 1, in particular, had found that the threat
posed by naval forces in war might not be enough to terminate a war, SSG IV devel-
oped further ideas on what would be required to use naval forces to create the credible
prospect of prolonged conventional war. In the era of nuclear parity, conventional forces
are a part of the larger issues involved in deterrence. SSG IV carefully studied the instabil-
ity created by reinforcement of Europe during a crisis. In a discussion with SSG IV mem-
bers, General Bernard Rogers, Supreme Allied Commander Europe, noted that forward

259

deployed naval forces played an important role and could “prime my NATO pump.

SSG IV recognized that our day-to-day actions shape Soviet calculations to a greater
extent than the actions that we might take in a crisis. They concluded that the situa-
tions the Soviets fear most are those that they can control least, such as prolonged
conventional war. The Soviets recognize that there is no particular territory that they
can capture that would allow them to defeat NATO, but that the USSR must destroy
the will of the Alliance to fight. To counter this, NATO demonstrations of solidarity
and capability create an environment in which the Soviet Union is unlikely to risk
direct military confrontation—unless not to do so risks Soviet survival. To support
this, SSG IV recommended increased demonstrations of solidarity in the Western al-
liance, a prepared forward defense with a demonstrated capitalization for sustained

interoperability among forces.”
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Strategic Studies Group V

At the beginning of the 1985-1986 academic year, a new director was appointed for the
Strategic Studies Group, Marshall Brement, a career diplomat and former U.S. Ambas-
sador to Iceland, 1981-1985. This division of labor between the two positions of direc-
tor of the SSG and the Center for Naval Warfare Studies allowed Dr. Robert Wood to
focus more closely on the work of the Center as a long-term, stable complement to the
transient year-long strategic study groups. Brement, in his turn, was able to focus fully
on the work required by the direct personal relationship of the CNO to the Strategic
Studies Group. Under Brement’s leadership, SSG V focused on the employment of na-
val forces to support peacetime foreign policy objectives.

The Group concluded that the effective employment of military forces to induce re-
gional stability and respond to acts that threaten national objectives requires great at-
tention, both within the navy and at the National Security Council level. On the
national level, they noted that coordinated interagency planning is required to produce
regional strategies based on clearly stated policy objectives. SSG V developed a process
to deal with events in a crisis and to assist in formulating a reaction without losing fo-
cus on the broader objective. They also developed a series of force options to improve
response, and a process to account for the difference in criteria in targets for peacetime

and in wartime. In the following year, 1986-1987, SSG VI examined Soviet thinking.

Conclusion

In the eight years of evolutionary development between Admiral Hayward’s announce-
ment of his strategic concepts in 1978, through the cumulative work of the CNO’s Stra-
tegic Studies Group in 1986, American naval strategic thinkers had revived classical
naval theory and placed it clearly within the context of both the peacetime use of naval
force and the context of the nuclear age. In the process, a common approach and view
was developing at the highest levels of the navy’s leadership, leaving room for future

modifications and evolution to take place on a firm, conceptual foundation.



The Work of the Strategic Concepts Branch,
(OP-603), 19821986

The publication entitled The Maritime Strategy,' prepared in the office of the Chief of
Naval Operations, is the official statement of what is sometimes called the “Forward
Maritime Strategy” or “The Maritime Component of National Military Strategy.” The
immediate origins of the CNO/SECNAV-approved Maritime Strategy are clearly defin-
able and lead directly from three memoranda written by the Vice Chief of Naval Oper-
ations, Admiral William N. Small.

In December 1981, Small wrote a memo to the Director of Navy Program Planning in
which he said:

I think it is high time we take a formal, critical look at how we do the analysis that
leads to our appraisals of Navy Programs. Our current methodology is very suscepti-
ble to adverse interpretations, not only by those outside the navy who wish to attack
navy programs and strategy, but even within the navy where we are professionally
misled by both the scenario displayed and the conclusion which may logically be

drawn therefrom.”

Small objected to the typical thinking within the navy staff in Washington which
tended not to consider strategy in discussing programs for ship and weapon construc-
tion. The programs often seemed to drive the strategy, he thought, and he wanted to
reverse this situation so that serious and responsible thought about the naval part of
national strategy would eventually become the basis upon which the United States built

its navy for the future.’

In Small’s view, a major deficiency in naval thinking was a worst-case mentality. “We
assign the best capabilities to the enemy and the worst to our own forces,” he wrote. In
analyzing engagements, we put our forces “into tactical situations which no prudent

planner or responsible commander would countenance.” Moreover, the U.S. Navy
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seemed to have adopted a defensive outlook, not an offensive one. “Naval forces are in-

tended to seek out and destroy the enemy,” Small declared, “not defend themselves.”

Within the Pentagon’s Navy staff, Small saw the parochialism of each of the platform
sponsors and the failure of the OpNav staff to integrate the analyses, appraisals, re-
quirements, and programs in planning the future navy. “None of the characteristics of
a naval engagement are played in isolation from each other in the real world, as they
seem to be in our current methods of analysis,” Small declared. “If affordability were
injected early into analysis, which is itself based on national forces employment against
realistic threats, we would have fewer and better supported combat systems.”” Small be-
lieved that the practices which were then current in the Pentagon led to exotic re-

sponses to extreme requirements, resulting in insufficient forces for realistic needs.

Almost three months later, Small took up the issue again with another memo to the Direc-
tor of the Office of Naval Warfare and the Deputy CNO for Plans and Policy. Noting that he

had heard little discussion of how naval forces might be employed in wartime, Small said:

A review of maritime strategy may well change many of the assumptions currently ex-
plicit in our systems requirements. I guess the responsibility for this type of thinking

lies somewhere between (or among) OP-06 and OP-095, but seems dormant.’

At the bottom of the memo, Vice Admiral Sylvester Foley, then Deputy CNO for Plans
and Policy (OP-06), wrote a note to his executive assistant asking him to get some of
his staff members to discuss the issues. “We can start with the broad maritime strategy
script by Lehman,” Foley said “and go from there.”” Rear Admiral W. R. Smedberg IV,
Director of the Office of Naval Warfare (OP-095), followed up Small’s suggestion with
a note to Foley, reccommending that OP-06 take the lead in this action.“The Strategic
setting and operational concept should be spelled out more explicitly as the backdrop

of our POM development,” Smedberg wrote.’

Concurring completely, Foley reported to Small that OP-06 would take the lead in de-
veloping a presentation on maritime strategy and employment options. Foley sug-

gested that the briefing should focus on initial points; among them were:

+ The political uses for which maritime forces are to be employed against a potential

enemy.
+ How we expect U.S. maritime forces to be employed against potential enemies.
+ What “ground tactics” are believed to be associated with these employments.

+ What forces might reasonably be available.

+ Whether the strategy is supported by current programs and whether alternatives
should be developed.
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Small agreed with Foley’s proposal and wrote a note by hand at the bottom of Foley’s
memo emphasizing the basic problem in strategic thinking. “One of the important
findings of our Strategic Studies (Review) Group at NWC [Naval War College] and the
OOX [CNO Executive Panel] folks here, during their fleet visits and discussions with
navy leadership, is that there is a great deal of confusion about strategies and analysis
relating to force acquisition and strategy for winning wars. Much of the analysis done is

»9

more related to the first than the latter.

Although a general consensus had been formed by Small’s first two memos, the docu-
ment that actually triggered the immediate action to prepare a briefing, which eventu-
ally became the CNO/SECNAV-approved Maritime Strategy, was a memo written for
Small’s signature in OP-96, headed by Rear Admiral John A. Baldwin. This memo ex-
pressed what was on everyone’s mind in the navy staff. Written by Vice Admiral
Carlisle Trost on the memo cover sheet that went along the clearance ladder before
Small’s signature was “We really need this to get the entire OpNav staff moving in the

»10

same direction.

The memo was signed on 2 August 1982 by Small and sent to all four flag officers di-
rectly concerned with the preparation of the upcoming annual Program Objective
Memorandum or POM. The POM is a complete line-by-line list of every appropriation
item that the navy requires for the next five years, within fiscal limits. Comparable
memoranda are submitted each May by every service to the Department of Defense
and are the key inputs in the budget request to Congress. The POM ties the multiple
planning functions within the navy together in a single document and serves as the ba-
sis upon which a budget can be constructed in support of the defined goals and objec-
tives of the navy. In starting the annual process, which would lead to the submission of
the POM in May 1983, Admiral Small repeated his view that a strategy appraisal was
needed “at the outset of the POM process with respect to how naval forces will be em-
ployed in wartime and their disposition both in the sense of our CINC war plans and
in the DG [Defense Guidance] scenario.” Action on Admiral Small’s memo was passed
to the Strategic Concepts Branch (OP-603), then headed by Captain Elizabeth Wylie.
Within that office, Captain Wylie selected an action officer, Lieutenant Commander
Stanley Weeks, to carry out the required work. Weeks, although the junior officer in
that group, had an unusual background, marked by academic depth as an Olmstead
scholar in Spain and a Ph.D. in international relations from American University. In
addition, he had broad experience at sea, having just spent a year on board British and
Dutch ships as the at-sea operations officer for the Commander of NATO’s Standing
Naval Force, Atlantic (STANAVFORLANT). Weeks eagerly took the assignment because
he thought it would be a great challenge to try to pull together and articulate a gen-

eral statement of U.S. naval strategy. Weeks felt that such a statement could be very
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valuable, not only in the program appraisal process, but also as a war-fighting frame-
work for naval officers and a reply to critics who continued to claim that the United
States did not have a strategy. When Weeks was given this task, it seemed only another
routine chore in OP-603; neither he nor others realized how quick or extensive would

be the success of their project."

As the scope of the work became plain, Commander W. Spencer Johnson was assigned
to join Weeks in the project and to produce a draft as soon as possible, focusing his ef-
forts on the “front end” connection of national strategy and defense programming.” A
surface warfare officer with an advanced degree in international relations from the
Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Johnson was the key OP-605 officer who coor-
dinated the policy work of OP-06 with the offices concerned with programs and the
budget process at the Joint Chiefs’ and DoD level. Within three weeks, these two offi-
cers pieced together a draft briefing, classified secret, which answered Admiral Small’s
request.” As Weeks and Johnson began work on developing a statement of a national
maritime strategy, they were aware of the general issues and took note of the informa-
tion and problems suggested in the public literature, but sometimes drew quite differ-
ent conclusions." Weeks was well aware of Secretary of the Navy John Lehman’s views.
Weeks had been the action officer in OP-603 for staffing Lehman’s annual Posture
Statement, which the Secretary had delivered to the House Armed Services Committee
on 8 February 1982. Certainly Secretary Lehman’s views and proposals to develop a
600-ship navy based on 15 battle groups provided a clear background for the strategy
Johnson and Weeks were developing,” although they did not explicitly consider his

statement as a sole source.

Following Admiral Small’s explicit instructions, the strategic discussion for the POM
85 CPAM was based on current forces, rather than projected future forces. In Small’s
view this was a correction to a basic flow in earlier analyses," and it brought the oppor-

tunity for a more realistic discussion of strategy. As Weeks explained,

The current-force nature of strategy CPAM allows OP-06 to “wrap” the CPAM in the
cloak of the CINCs’ current strategy/general war plans, thereby giving greater cre-
dence to the overall strategy, and leading to greater receptiveness to the strategy than

would be the case if it were seen as the whole cloth product of some “06 smart guys.”"”

Indeed, the OP-603 action officers made a great effort to make a consolidated state-
ment of the various CINCs’ current war plans within the context of basic national pol-
icy and strategy. By coincidence, the CINCs were making a series of direct briefings on
their current concepts of operations to the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the months of Au-
gust and September 1982, and Weeks and Johnson had direct access to these “up-to-

the-minute” overviews of war plans as well as the plans themselves. In addition, they
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wanted to piece together a general and coherent statement of the maritime portions of
these briefings that was consistent with national policy and strategy. To do this, they
used four basic documents for the general background to the overall strategy consoli-

dating CINCs’ maritime plans:

+ The Presidential Directive that established national global objectives and priorities:
National Security Decision Directive-32 (NSDD-32), issued on 20 May 1982.

+ The Secretary of Defense’s annual directive to the services, which is reviewed and re-
vised each year, the then most recent being Defense Guidance for Fiscal Years 1984-88, is-

sued by Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger on 22 March 1982.

+ The document that is the principal method by which the Joint Chiefs of Staff recom-
mend changes to the Secretary of Defense’s Defense Guidance: The Joint Strategy and
Force Planning Document (JSPD). The latter, for the fiscal years 1985-1991, had been
approved on 1 September 1982.

+ And finally, the latest analysis of actual midterm programmed force capabilities,
which identified special areas of strategy and force mismatch and which highlights
the risks: The Joint Program Assessment Memorandum for 1984. (JPAM-84).

Using these sources, Weeks and Johnson developed a statement of maritime strategy
that was focused on the broad aspects of strategy and quite intentionally avoided get-
ting bogged down in specific scenarios, time lines, and tactics. The scenarios in some of
the general guidance had already become a source of contention. If The Maritime Strat-
egy were tied simply to the illustrative scenario used in Defense Guidance, then as
Weeks stated, “I was sure the PDRC/CEB [Program Development Review Committee/
CNO Executive Board] would spend so much time debating the (debatable) arrival
date of this or that CVBG that the big picture would be totally lost.

18

Piecing together the requirements of national strategy and policy with the regional re-
sponsibilities and the perspectives of the various maritime commanders in chief in
mind, Weeks and Johnson defined a basic statement: “The essence of our National

Strategy is global forward deterrence,” they wrote.

The global element here suggests that, . . . our maritime strategy plans should be based
on the premise that we will not have the luxury of ceding any major region to the So-
viets by default . . . the forward aspect here means that our maritime strategy plans
must keep the SLOCs open to Eurasia, and cooperate fully with the other services and
the allies. The third element—deterrence—must be viewed not only in its peacetime
or strategic nuclear context, but also in terms of reinforcing deterrence in a crisis or

. . . 19
restoring deterrence in wartime.
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From the very outset, the purpose of the maritime strategy was to articulate a strategy
for deterrence. “In the simplest sense, to deter is to threaten,” Weeks and Johnson
wrote.” The maritime strategy thus had to be able to apply pressure on those places
that the Soviet Union valued most highly—its homeland, bases, and both its conven-
tional and nuclear forces. In this way, The Maritime Strategy would make a direct con-
tribution to “our military and political/psychological strategy objectives.””" At the same
time, it anticipated Congressional critics who would call for more “maneuver warfare”
without appreciating that it was inherently part of the nature of war at sea. Maritime
forces were to be employed in a “forward pressure” strategy, designed to influence the
Soviets to restore a balance of power relationship, even if conflict had already erupted.
As Weeks wrote for the first draft strategy presentation, “Our Maritime Strategy should
help ensure favorable war outcome terms by using our ideally suited (inherently flexi-
ble and mobile) battle group and amphibious forces in maritime maneuver initiatives
to seize territory and strike Soviet vulnerabilities, with the result that we have some ne-
gotiating advantages of our own and can preclude the Soviets just “sitting on” their ini-

tial territorial gains.””

This kind of thinking required appreciation of Soviet naval strategy. At that time, So-
viet Naval Strategy was itself a matter of much debate within the navy. The first Mari-
time Strategy briefing dealt with this only subject in a single viewgraph slide, which
graphically illustrated Soviet intentions.” Behind this brief exposition, however, lay a
great deal of the new analytic work on the Soviet Navy. Lieutenant Commander Weeks
brought this work into The Maritime Strategy through several knowledge sources. His
initial source was Captain William Manthorpe, then head of (OP-96N). In addition, he
was highly influenced by a report written by Rear Admiral R. Welander, U.S. Navy
(Ret.), for the BDM Corporation,™ the work of Bradford Dismukes at the Center for
Naval Analyses, and discussions with Commander Kenneth McGruther on the staff
supporting the CNO’s Strategic Studies Group located at the Naval War College. Weeks
incorporated into his briefing what he considered to be their better insights.

After discussion with McGruther and Manthorpe, Weeks decided to couch the section
on the Soviet threat in terms of the new assessment of Soviet intentions, which empha-
sized the Soviet priority in holding back forces to ensure the survivability and mission
readiness of the Soviet SSBN force. Weeks had some misgivings about this and would
have liked to have seen more explicit discussion of how the U.S. Navy would counter
the Soviet Navy, should it confound our expectations and surge SSN forces into the At-
lantic, particularly in a prolonged crisis phase. Privately, he thought that the intelli-
gence community’s assessment tended to ignore the possibility that the Soviets might
well surge forward with their naval forces for political reasons during an extended,

prewar crisis. To deal with this, Weeks wanted to add the concept of what he called
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“Maritime Exclusion Areas,” but he found little high-level support for this concept. In-
stead, he positioned on his briefing slides three Carrier Battle Groups in the North At-
lantic and Pacific so that they could be “linebackers,” moving north or south of the
Greenland-Iceland-Norway line in the Atlantic and Japan in the Pacific, depending on
the Soviet submarine threat.” In short, the strategy was to be a “forward strategy,” but
the degree of forwardness was seen as a more tactical decision to be made by the mari-

time commander, based on the political and military situation at the time.

The global perspective of The Maritime Strategy demonstrated some serious problems
for the navy when the war plans from the various commanders in chief were put to-
gether. Each commander in chief’s war planners had written their plans on the basis
of a “worst case” war starting in their own theater. They assumed full availability and
priority in their theater for major force deployments, including aircraft carriers. As a
result, when the forces in each plan were added up, they revealed the need for a total of
22 carrier battle groups: 10 in Europe, 3 in Southwest Asia, and 9 in the Pacific. With
fewer than 13 carrier battle groups available at that time, “the obvious conclusion as
shown here is that our current force maritime strategy for a near-simultaneous global

»* Looking at the situation from

war cannot be the sum of existing CINCs’ plans.
OpNayv, the Strategic Concepts Branch wanted to incorporate the best elements of the
CINCs’ current or preferred general war strategies, but the problem of dealing with
current force levels for a “come-as-you-are” global war meant that they had to trim the
presumed force requirements written into the current CINCs’ plans and the JSCP. The
“worst case” presumptions and resulting force mismatch were not new, Weeks noted in
the first draft—as Winston Churchill had remarked on the requests of his CINCs on
3 November 1941: “all experience shows that all Commanders in Chief invariably ask for

»27

everything they can think of, and always represent their own forces at a minimum.

Despite the need to trim the numbers to match reality, the strategy highlighted a strik-
ing symmetry between many of the key elements in Atlantic and Pacific strategies.
There was a clear similarity in the way the different plans looked at the Aleutians and
Iceland, Japan, and Norway, the Greenland-Iceland-Norway Gap and the northwestern
Pacific. “Both CINCs placed fundamental importance on a forward defense pivoted on
key northern islands that control access to the U.S. and lie above the vital transoceanic
sea-lanes. If these islands are lost, the roof collapses on our links with NATO and the
key Pacific Allies,” Weeks wrote.” In addition, the 1981 concept of maritime operations
by the Commander in Chief, U.S. Naval Forces Europe for the Mediterranean was con-
sistent with the basic forward, offensive disposition in the Atlantic and the Pacific
CINCs’ strategies. Although forward submarine barriers were not as applicable in the
Mediterranean area, the strategy there was consistent with the Atlantic and Pacific

strategies in emphasizing full cooperation with allies, early coordination with the
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Marine Corps and Air Force Tactical Airwings, positioning battle groups to survive ini-
tial Soviet strikes, then moving fully augmented naval forces forward to keep pressure
on the Soviets, and if need be, eventually to seize or regain territory to use as leverage

. . . 29
In terminating a war.

In 1982, the first version of the CNO/SECNAV approved statement of The Maritime
Strategy began as an internal OpNav effort to state clearly the strategic background
upon which naval force planning and budget decisions should be made informed. But
almost immediately, the Weeks-Johnson Maritime Strategy began to develop a wider
significance. By late September 1982, the new Deputy CNO for Plans, Policy and Oper-
ations (OP-06), Vice Admiral Arthur Moreau, had reported and immediately approved
the basic Weeks-Johnson Maritime Strategy briefing, deleting only the backup “Mari-
time Exclusion Areas” concept. Then, in early October, the briefing was presented to
the Program Development Review Committee (PDRC), the most junior of the three
oversight committees in the navy programming process. This committee of rear admi-
rals was chaired by the Director of the General Planning and Programming Division
(OP-90) Rear Admiral Joseph Metcalf I1I, and the PDRC flag officers decided that The
Maritime Strategy briefing should be presented “as is” and within a week to the most
senior oversight committee—the CNO Executive Board (CEB), consisting of the CNO
and all his deputy CNOs and principal assistants. This “instant CEB” review was ar-
ranged by Rear Admiral Metcalf, and when Weeks and Johnson made their presenta-
tion to it, the Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral Watkins and the other senior flag
officers reacted positively. In the discussion following the briefing, Watkins emphasized
the need to keep The Maritime Strategy focused on cooperation with allies and with

other services, particularly the U.S. Air Force.

On 7 October, Admiral Watkins issued a message to the Fleet CINCs looking back over
his first 90 days as Chief of Naval Operations and identified the areas in which he
wanted to focus with a new sense of urgency. Among the several areas he identified
were war-fighting readiness, the revitalization of the Naval War College as the crucible
for strategic and tactical thinking, the integrating of the Naval Reserves into our
war-fighting thinking, and improvement of interservice cooperation and greater un-
derstanding.” The idea behind this was to unify the work of the CINCs and to bring
their collective knowledge and understanding to bear on the broad issues of the navy,
particularly in using naval forces for deterrence. The briefing, which Weeks and
Johnson had developed during August and September 1982 in the Strategic Concepts
Branch for helping decision makers in the budgetary process, played into Watkins’s
broader goals.” It quickly began to take on a larger significance and to build on a wider

process of thinking within the navy.
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At Watkins’s request, The Maritime Strategy briefing was presented to the Fleet CINCs’
conference, which met at the Naval War College on 26-29 October. In order to imme-
diately gain the CINCs’ support, the OP-603 team used in their briefing some of the
very same viewgraph slides that the CINCs themselves had used in their presentation
earlier.” At the same meeting, Richard Haver of the Office of Naval Intelligence filled in
the detailed background and the basis that substantiated the intelligence analysts’ con-
clusions as to Soviet intentions.” With the CINCs’ approval, Vice Admiral Arthur
Moreau, then Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Plans, Policy and Operations)
(OP-06), was directed to give the briefing to Secretary of the Navy John Lehman with
the Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral Watkins, and the Commandant of the Marine
Corps, General P. X. Kelley, in attendance.

Vice Admiral Moreau made the presentation on 4 November 1982. At the conclusion
of his remarks, Secretary of the Navy Lehman announced, “Bravo, you have just given
us a handbook that can be used in our deliberations with the third deck [Office of the
Secretary of Defense], with Congress, with OMB, and the joint arena.”””* Admiral
Watkins agreed and noted that he planned to use the briefing as a basis to lay the struc-
ture for future explorations of strategy. General Kelley was equally impressed and re-
marked, “it is an aggressive way to do business.” It is something people can identify
with—“it’s fighting wars.” What had begun only two short months before as Lieutenant
Commander Weeks’s and Commander Johnson’s briefing was now the Navy’s Maritime

Strategy.

After hearing the briefing, Lehman, Watkins, and Kelley agreed that they would keep
the document an internal one for the time being. Admiral Watkins wanted to update
NWP-1 in line with the thinking of the CINCs before following up Kelly’s suggestion
to war-game the strategy with civilian officers at Newport. Secretary Lehman pointed
out that this briefing had been the first real session of its kind and was a good avenue
to pursue in the POM development. “We can use this as a backdrop for the
affordability issues,” he said. “We can demonstrate a sound strategy and can readily
identify risk areas to many audiences.” During the discussion, the three men agreed on

some basic points to make in the briefing:

+ Use 15 carriers on all force-level issues.

+ Incorporate the Surface Action Groups built around battleships.
+ Explain the incremental approach to the employment of forces.
+ Caveat regional priorities for wartime resource allocation.”

Following the Secretary of the Navy’s approval of The Maritime Strategy, the first con-

cern was to find a means to inform all the people who needed to understand the basic
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view that it presented. This was no small task given the way the navy staff was spread
out bureaucratically in the Pentagon, and because it was so highly structured in its flow
of information and concepts. With this in mind, the Vice Chief of Naval Operations,
Admiral Small, directed Vice Admiral Moreau to brief The Maritime Strategy to the
“Captains, etc., who really work the POM and Program Plan during the rest of the
year. ... I doubt it will feed down from the 3-star level otherwise.”* Moreau responded
that he would “solicit wide attendance from OpNav/NAVMAT officers in order to get
the information to those who need it,” but Small was rather doubtful about merely re-
questing attendance. “Maybe [it should be] stronger than solicit, I don’t know,” he

37
wrote to Moreau.

Shortly thereafter, The Maritime Strategy briefing was presented to the CNO Executive
Panel (CEP) by Rear Admiral Robert E. Kirksey, Director of the Strategy Plans and Pol-
icy Division (OP-60). Interestingly, the CEP was the only internal audience that reacted
negatively to the briefing. Professor Albert Wohlstetter pointed out that The Maritime
Strategy presentation was an important departure for the navy in terms of strategic
thinking and future force planning. The “current force” limitation, he noted, posed
fundamental problems for the navy in terms of identifying and procuring force multi-
pliers that would reduce the present significant risk our country faced when comparing
Soviet capabilities with our own. Along the same line, Rear Admiral Eli Reich recalled
that several years previously, Admiral Hayward had testified to the effect that we have a
one and one-half-ocean navy for a three-ocean commitment. Reich felt that the brief-

ing bore that point out for him.”

During the winter and spring of 1982-1983, The Maritime Strategy briefing was given
widely. In February 1983, it figured largely in Admiral Watkins’s posture statement be-
fore the House Armed Services Committee. During his testimony, Watkins summarized
the basic premises in the strategy briefing, and he stressed in particular the broader in-
stitutional interplay within the navy, which the concept of The Maritime Strategy im-
plied. In particular, he noted that the strategy relied on the contributions of other U.S.
air and land forces and the forces of friends and allies. He mentioned his enthusiastic
support for the efforts of General John W. Vessey, Jr. as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs in
nurturing interservice measures in an integrated air defense of NATO Europe, a bal-
anced program for nonstrategic nuclear forces, and the continual development of
cross-service interoperability in military intelligence resources and the cruise missile
program. Complementing this, he noted that he had signed agreements with the Air
Force Chief of Staff during the fall of 1982 to increase combined Navy—Air Force effec-
tiveness. In particular he stressed, “We also depend on contributions from our allies,
such as their 140-plus diesel submarines which are well versed in their local waters and

. . . . . . 39
best employed in executing special missions in those areas.”
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Watkins’s own concept of how strategic and tactical thinking was being improved
within the navy was important and reflected the emphasis he placed on certain organi-
zations and their work. He mentioned in his Posture Statement three key elements in
his thinking: "

+ The effort to develop a better understanding of the Soviet thought processes and in-

herent strengths and weaknesses in order to counter and to exploit them.

* The revitalization of the Naval War College as a crucible for Strategic and Tactical
thinking and the parallel effort to expose the finest, tactically proven professionals to
strategic thinking as a means of testing professional thought as well as creating a
cadre of sound-thinking educated commanders ready for key assignments; the use of
combined-arms war games explicitly designed to avoid a parochial, navy-only point

of view.

+ The use of the semi-annual Navy Commanders in Chief Conference as a forum for
discussing national strategy and The Maritime Strategy flowing from it, to help es-
tablish the basis for organizing fiscal programming considerations related to the

CINCs’ employment plans.

In Watkins’s view, the teachings of Mahan were vital, but they needed modernization
and revalidation. An understanding of history is not enough for strategy, it must be dy-
namic and related to the technological developments that are outrunning us. Strategy
cannot be emotion, he said, nor can it be developed alone by a single person or group
in a short time. It is an iterative process in which deep thought must be given to each
segment of the strategy as it is developed. In order to move ideas and put teeth in them,
the strategy needed to supply “the same set of sheet music” for the CINCs, the budget
process, the intelligence community, those working on new concepts, and those work-
ing out arrangements with other services and allies. In short, The Maritime Strategy for
Watkins is what “surrounds the employment of Maritime forces.” For that reason,

Watkins saw The Maritime Strategy as his most important contribution to the navy."

For Watkins, the Strategic Studies Group (SSG) at the Naval War College would pro-
vide the all-important original thinking on new aspects for the strategy. The officers of
the SSG were all senior experienced men who had great potential for the future. Lo-
cated at the Naval War College, the SSG reported only to the CNO and had direct ac-
cess to him and the other CINCs. By having this direct link, without the interference of
any other chain of command or tasking, and by keeping the group at a distance from
the daily brush fires of life in the Pentagon, Watkins tried to ensure that the group fo-
cused on the areas that needed in-depth investigation in the gradual evolutionary pro-
cess of making the strategy. Toward the end of his term as CNO, Watkins reflected that

the work of the Strategic Concepts Branch (OP-603) was in some ways an adversarial
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one. Ultimately, its role was to bring the original, new concepts of the Strategic Studies
Groups into the broad general statement of The Maritime Strategy, as appropriate, and
to reconcile their ideas, pointing out flaws, gaps, and disparities as they worked
through what had become an annual strategy review and presentation process. Thus,
they modified the strategy as it dealt with new technology, new assessments of threats,

and considered CINCs’ plans in relation to national policy guidance.”

The work of the OpNav Strategic Concepts Branch (OP-603) was no less important.
First, it made a key contribution in the initial work by Weeks and Johnson in coalesc-
ing and articulating a coherent broad statement of strategy, and secondly, through the
subsequent work of later action officers assigned to the Group—who annually refined
it, wrote it down, and adapted it to a variety of audiences both inside and outside the
navy. The initial work in both the briefing and the written version required a great deal
of analytical and creative thought to synthesize the various concepts and ideas of naval
strategic thought. Subsequently, as The Maritime Strategy was adopted and publicized,
the process widened with a spill-off into academic, professional journals and discus-
sions with other services and friendly nations. The challenge of packaging and presen-
tation was added to the need to maintain the strategy as an evolving one, sensitive to

changing intelligence assessments and naval capabilities.

By early 1983, Commodore Dudley L. Carlson, Deputy Director of the Strategy, Plans
and Policy Division (OP-60B) had become the navy’s principal briefing officer for major
presentation. Already The Maritime Strategy had begun to be used whenever a general
statement about naval strategy was required. A milestone in this wider presentation of
the strategy came on 24 February 1983, when Commodore Carlson and Lieutenant
Commander Weeks gave the briefing to the Subcommittee on Seapower and Strategic
and Critical Material of the House Armed Services Committee on Maritime Strategy.
This was the first time that the full briefing had been given to Congress, and that event
happened to be the last briefing in which Lieutenant Commander Weeks served as the
primary Maritime Strategy action officer. The version given to the House subcommit-
tee was essentially the same as that first prepared five months earlier, but its language
and slides had been polished and improved under the guidance of Commodore
Carlson. The version given to Congress had one important new element added to it,
which remained with the briefing thereafter: a public relations type of tutorial on the

. . I 3
basic uses and unique qualities of naval forces."

The new emphasis on a wider role and wider audiences for the strategy briefing, the
departure of Weeks for duty as a shipboard executive officer, and the subsequent as-
signment of Commander Peter Swartz as a replacement for both Weeks and Johnson

coincided with the appointment of Captain Roger Barnett as the new Branch Head in
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OP-603 and the beginning of the next phase in support of the POM-86 testimony on
navy budget and programs. The new key actors were Barnett and Swartz. Captain
Roger Barnett was a surface warfare officer with a Ph.D. in international relations from
the University of Southern California. He had experience on the U.S. SALT delegation
as well as on the 1980-1981 Defense Department Transition Team. He had also been
head of the navy staft’s Extended Planning Office (OP-965) and Deputy Director of
Political Military Planning (OP-61). Swartz was a general unrestricted line officer on
his second tour of duty in OP-60. With a master’s degree from the Johns Hopkins
School of Advanced International Studies, he had just completed three years of ad-

ditional graduate work at Columbia University.

Vice Admiral Arthur Moreau, The Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (OP-06) took a
great personal interest in the plans for the new revision, although he himself would
shortly be transferred. In all his twenty-some years in the navy up to 1982, he had not
heard the navy articulate a strategy for global warfare. He felt that the navy had not re-
thought through all the time-tested theories and examined their applicability to the
present. Moreau spent a great deal of time with Barnett, working evenings and Satur-
days directly with him and also with Swartz. Moreau saw the first version of a Maritime
Strategy briefing as a categorization of the priorities of naval tasks in global warfare.
Through it, the navy had been able to portray the relative importance of tasks and to
begin to see that there was a problem in positioning for the navy during a pre-conflict
period. “In every scenario, there is always a set of naval tasks to accomplish with com-
peting assets,” he said. “Fundamentally, naval tasks are a given. Beyond that it is a ques-
tion of recognizing Soviet strategy and tactics and dealing with them.”" The same
point was echoed by Captain Roger Barnett when he said “Strategy is not a game of

245

solitaire.”” For Moreau, however, it was important to take the conceptual underpin-
nings of the first version and to begin the process of advancing them step by step,
prioritizing them, then going on to examine the most probable course of action within
this analysis. Moreau saw that there was a danger in this and that it could lead to an ab-

solute vision of strategy unless the concepts were continually open to challenge."

Moreau discussed the substance of the strategy directly with Barnett and Swartz and
directed them to build upon the earlier version and to develop an architecture for the
strategy that would expand upon it and give it more depth. In essence, the old version,
which focused on the carrier battle groups, needed more focus on other naval forces—
on allied navies and air forces and on joint U.S. Army and U.S. Air Force strategy. This
new version needed to be connected more clearly and in greater depth with our under-
standing of Soviet naval strategy in both wartime crisis and war. This kind of thinking
carried with it the need to look more carefully at Norway, the subject of the Strategic

Studies Group’s first in-depth work, the whole question of naval support of NATO, and
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the relation of navies to the Central Front as well as on the sea lines of communication
in both the Atlantic and the Pacific. At the same time, less was needed on the “front
end” national strategy and programming details of general policy guidance; and the
preferences of the commander in chief, which had figured so largely in the first brief-
ings, although a shorter, updated segment was nevertheless retained.” As Swartz
explained, the difference between the Weeks-Johnson version of The Maritime
Strategy briefing and his own was “more: more explanation, more forces, more
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joint, more allied. ...

As action officer for The Maritime Strategy, Commander Swartz undertook his task
with the strong belief that it should not appear to be the product of some brilliant and
ethereal strategic thinker, but rather the collective thought of the high command of the
entire navy. Influenced in his general approach by Rear Admiral Joseph C. Wylie’s
book, Military Strategy,” Swartz tried to employ Wylie’s basic thesis that strategy is a
form of control that cannot be seen in isolation from other factors. In developing fur-
ther the Weeks-Johnson statement of the strategy, he tried to use this concept in apply-
ing a wide variety of sources including the resources of the Naval War College’s Global
War Games, the thinking of the Strategic Studies Group, the speeches of Secretary of
the Navy Lehman, NATO war plans, and the CINCs’ current concepts of operations. As
he studied these various sources, he found that they were, for the most part, mutually
reinforcing and reflected the “operate well forward” atmosphere in an offensive stance

that seemed attractive to naval officers at that time.”

Working to establish a broad statement of this approach, he saw clearly that the differ-
ent and separate branches of thinking within the navy fundamentally complemented
one another. Swartz saw his fundamental task as one that would bring these lines of
thinking together in a way that would be acceptable to all interest groups within the
navy. Having become thoroughly acquainted with strategic thinking throughout the
navy, Swartz concluded that the Pacific Command Campaign Plan formulated under
Admiral Robert Long, U.S. Navy, as CINCPAC, provided the basic model that could
be applied globally. It had also been one of the CINC briefings used by Weeks and
Johnson and was compatible without the first version of The Maritime Strategy. For
Swartz, this was the “main recent antecedent” to his work as the action officer on The

Maritime Strategy.”

Thus, Swartz’s task was to fit together the diverse, but fundamentally complementary
strategic thinking that had been going on in the navy into the basic concept proposed
in the PACOM Campaign Plan. Directly using the script of the briefing used by
CINCPAC staff, Swartz laid the groundwork for his own briefing on The Maritime
Strategy, filling it in from the plans of the other CINCs, while tailoring it to a global
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perspective. Swartz wanted to co-opt as many key officers on the navy staff as he could,
reflecting a wide variety of interests and perspectives. His purpose in this was “to par-
take of their knowledge and not get knifed later” as well as “to make sure of a baseline
that would last.”” To achieve these goals, he focused at the working-level of captains
and commanders rather than flag officers, trying out his ideas and modifying his ap-
proach in the Summer and Fall of 1983, through numerous informal, off-the-record,
“murder board” sessions. During these sessions, a wide variety of strategically minded
officers criticized the ideas and concepts that Swartz synthesized; following the ses-
sions, Swartz’s briefing was presented widely, gaining in its concepts and modifying its

phraseology as a result of nearly every session.”

The first major briefing for the Swartz version of The Maritime Strategy came on 13
September 1983 when Rear Admiral Ronald E Marryott presented the briefing to Ad-
miral Watkins and six former Chiefs of Naval Operations: Admirals Arleigh A. Burke,
George W. Anderson, David L. MacDonald, Thomas H. Moorer, James L. Holloway,
and Thomas B. Hayward, on board the U.S. Coast Guard cutter Chase off Newport.
The CNOs, along with Rear Admiral John L. Butts, Director of Naval Intelligence,
Commodore David E. Jeremiah, Commodore Clarence E. Armstrong, and Captains
William A. Owens and J. S. Hurlburt of the Strategic Studies Group, had embarked in
Chase to watch the America’s Cup race, but since calm weather forced cancellation of
the race, the majority of the day was spent in Chase’s wardroom discussing strategy.
The morning session began with Marryott’s briefing, but the format of a discussion in-
stead of a briefing was quickly established as Admiral Watkins amplified Marryott’s

comments and the former CNOs questioned and commented.™

After the briefing on the Coast Guard Cutter Chase, the next briefings were for the Pro-
gram Development Review Committee (PDRC) and the Program Review Committee
(PRC) in October 1983. Their response was overwhelmingly positive. Especially note-
worthy were the accolades heaped on the strategy at the PRC by Vice Admiral Carlisle
Trost (OP-090), Vice Admiral Lee Baggett (OP-095), and Vice Admiral James A. Lyons
(OP-06). From Swartz’s point of view, The Maritime Strategy had done what Admiral
William Small had set out to do and did in fact reflect the consensus of the navy’s high
command. So unanimous was the approval that it was decided that it was unnecessary
to present the briefing at the CNO Executive Board (CEB), which is normally the most
senior oversight committee for guidance and resource decisions. Following the presen-
tation to the PDRC and PRC, and the comments received there, Swartz and Barnett
proceeded to make a significant addition to the strategy. Up to this point, the briefing
had only discussed global conventional war with the Soviets. Their new work added a
preliminary discussion, which dealt with the role of the navy in peacetime and in crisis

leading up to war.”
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Reactions to the briefing were varied. On 20 October 1983, Rear Admiral Huntington
Hardisty, the Assistant Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (OP-06B), presented The

Maritime Strategy to the CNO Executive Panel. He reported that the briefing was well
received and that the CEP considered it a marked improvement on the previous year’s

brief. There were four general themes in the comments made by panel members:™

+ Some panel members viewed the purpose of the strategy to be an attempt to predict
the strategy rather than what it was actually intended to be—a statement of the
navy’s preferred strategy.

+ Some panel members wanted a precise order of sequence to be stated in the briefing
rather than to deliberately avoid doing this and thereby avoid a specific scenario pre-

diction.

+ Other members agreed that the preferred strategy should be close-in defense of the
sea lines of communication and convoys as the Nation’s primary responsibility

rather than a strategy of forward defense and offensive operations.

+ Finally, some panel members believed that a war at sea with the Soviet Union would
probably be a limited war and not inevitably the global war that the briefing sug-
gested.

Among the critics who were uncomfortable with the strategy was Captain Linton
Brooks, Deputy Director, Strategy and Nuclear Warfare Division and a veteran of nu-
merous Maritime Strategy murder boards. While the strategy was the best of those that
the navy wanted to follow, “we might not be able to carry it out,” he said. Secondly, he
wondered if it might be a strategy that would lead to escalation. Although operations
against Soviet SSBNs were not yet explicitly a part of the strategy, there had been dis-
cussions about them in relation to the strategy. These and U.S. carrier operations in
Soviet-controlled sea areas, and conventional warfare attacks on the Soviet homeland,
seemed to Brooks to run a huge risk of preemptive attack. Particularly in looking at
that third phase of the strategy, Brooks felt that the policy and strategy goals should be
explained and made clear for the full, forward attack concept. Moreover, he said, “if the
strategy you describe cannot stand the shift to nuclear use, it is bankrupt and we may
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as well face up to it.””" Brooks saw that there was no general agreement about the stra-
tegic meaning of submarine operation in the third phase, particularly in regard to war
termination and escalation into nuclear war.”™ Rear Admiral Clyde R. Bell, Director
Force Level Plans Division, was equally direct. The briefing “waffled,” he said. “I believe
that our anti-SSBN capability is the highest leverage item in the entire naval strategy
for global war against the Soviets. Our ability to conduct offensive ASW/ASUW in So-
viet position areas should be a centerpiece. Even if the battle forces don’t get into the

fight until late in the game, the Arctic campaign gives the navy the opportunity to both
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sink the Soviet Navy and make a strategic difference.”” However, Admirals Trost,
Baggett, and Lyons had explicitly stated that The Maritime Strategy briefing should not
discuss anti-SSBN operations explicitly, but at the same time, it should not disavow

them either.”

On 19 January 1984, Secretary of the Navy Lehman and Chief of Naval Operations
Watkins presented the briefing to Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger, and on 14
March, the two men presented it to the Seapower Subcommittee of the Senate Armed
Services Committee. Finally, on 4 May 1984, Admiral Watkins signed the final version
of the Fiscal Year 1984 version of The Maritime Strategy for publication in both classi-
fied and unclassified forms. An unclassified version of The Maritime Strategy was also
prepared by OP-603 and approved by Admiral Watkins, but it was not published at the
time due to the inability to obtain approval for it through the Joint and OSD clearance
process, and to OP-60’s preoccupation with institutionalizing the classified version.
Nevertheless, a declassified version was released to the public as part of the Congressio-

nal Hearings on appropriations for the Fiscal Year 1985."

Between October 1983, when the first full draft briefing was given, and May 1984 when
the final version was signed, some 75 briefings were given to audiences ranging from
OpNav offices to War College students, allied chiefs of naval strategy, representatives of
other services, and members of Congress.” Nearly every meeting had produced a nu-
ance that led to further polishing and clarification. This very process bothered some

observers. As Commander Bruce L. Valley wrote harshly:

My frank view is that The Maritime Strategy brief basically reflects the lowest common
denominator approach commonly developed through a committee effort. . . . My
reaction to the brief—and the strategy it proposes to develop—is that we genuinely
expect the Soviets to do exactly what we want them to do, and that somehow “Right
will make Might,” enabling us to carry out our plans successfully despite severe under-

nourishment in such areas as sustainability, sea-lift, and dare I say it—strategic thought.”

Although a rather hostile comment, Valley’s remarks touched on an essential aspect of
The Maritime Strategy: it was a widely held, generally accepted view of strategy in the
process of development. As Commander James R. Stark, who followed Roger Barnett as
interim Director of the Strategic Concepts Branch (OP-603) commented, “Valley is
right that The Maritime Strategy has a lowest common denominator problem. But it
has to be agreed upon.” Moreover, the view the Strategy presented of the Soviet Navy
was based on the National Intelligence Estimate, [see Appendix I, pp. 101-183]
which at that time was the only view that all agencies within the U.S. Government

had agreed upon.”






Further Developments, 1984-1986

The distribution of The Maritime Strategy during the summer of 1984 as a classified
document within the navy was a major step in the effort to educate naval officers in
the various considerations involved in thinking about a future war with the Soviet
Union. At the same time, it opened a new series of developments for the further refine-
ment and examination of the navy’s strategic ideas. Most importantly, a larger number
of officers were being educated in current strategic concepts. Ideas about strategy were
beginning to be widely exchanged, both inside and outside the navy. Using the central
focus of The Maritime Strategy, officers throughout the naval service were beginning to
ask the essential question: What does the navy need to achieve in wartime, and how

does it use its forces to achieve those ends?

Through the widespread dissemination of the basic strategic concepts involved in The
Maritime Strategy, a wide variety of contributions were made to its further develop-
ment, while the Strategic Studies Group at Newport and The Strategic Concepts
Branch in OpNav continued their work. The staffs of the various commanders in chief
continued to reexamine and refine their war plans, discussions were held with the
other services and with the allied forces, and new campaign concepts were examined at
the Center for Naval Warfare Studies at the Naval War College, at the Center for Naval
Analyses, and at other institutions. In short, there was a blossoming of maritime and
naval thinking in a variety of ways and places. As this is being written, it is too close to
the events to know which of the various ideas will become essential elements in the fu-
ture, as The Maritime Strategy continues to be developed. The general trends of devel-
opment, between 1984 and 1986, however, were quickly reflected in the work of
OP-603 and the Strategic Studies Group, while an increasing number of other staffs

and individuals became involved in the process.

The Center for Naval Warfare Studies

Complementing the work of the Strategic Studies Group in 1984-1986, the Center for

Naval Warfare Studies under Dr. Robert S. Wood was involved in a number of activities
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related to the development of The Maritime Strategy. Particularly important in this re-
spect was the development of various new campaign options within the context of the
broad national Maritime Strategy. This effort was an attempt to help fill the gap in
American naval thinking between the broad issues of maritime strategy and those of
fleet tactics, that area which the Soviets term “operational art,” but for which no widely
accepted term has yet been used in English. Among the projects were amphibious cam-
paign options, and some possible campaigns in Jutland and in the Balkans. In addition, a
program of bilateral navy-to-navy strategy discussions were conducted, in cooperation
with OpNay, to encourage the development of a shared concept of maritime strategy and
joint operational exercises. For these purposes, discussions were held with officers and

officials from Japan, Italy, Germany, Turkey, and several Latin American countries.

At the same time, the annual series of Global War Games at the Naval War College in-
teracted with other insights into The Maritime Strategy. As the various players worked
through a series of plays in a potential future global war against the Soviet Union, sev-
eral concepts within The Maritime Strategy seemed to be proved out, while others were
brought into serious question. In the games, the ability of the United States Navy to
operate well forward and to seize the initiative when war broke out seemed to have the
desired effect of keeping the Soviet Navy in its bastions, thus serving to prevent the en-
emy from making a massive attack on the Western sea lines of communication. The
further phases of the strategy called for the U.S. Navy then to carry the fight to the en-
emy and proceed to use naval forces as an element in terminating the war. The teams
that played in the Global War Game found difficulty, however, in finding ways by
which the navy could carry the fight to the enemy in a productive way. In the process,
they observed that it was exceedingly difficult for a navy to operate in the narrow seas
that border the Soviet Union. Moreover, the attack, which was envisaged against Soviet
SSBN, failed in the games to have the hoped-for result, leading some of the Soviets to
terminate a war. What seemed to be more effective to the players was the massing of
conventional forces in a carrier battle group in a manner that made the risk too high to
attack it without the use of nuclear weapons. Thus, it was suggested through the Global
War Games that conventional forces played a key role in deterring nuclear war, even af-
ter a war had broken out, and could be used as a lever to persuade the Soviets to termi-

1
nate a war.

The Strategic Concepts Branch (OP-603)

While the SSG and the Naval War College, along with others, explored various issues in
depth during the period 1984-1986, the Strategic Concepts Branch in OpNav contin-
ued its work in correlating the new thought and bringing the ideas that had come to be

widely accepted into The Maritime Strategy. In order to see this parallel, but separate



THE U.S. NAVY’S MARITIME STRATEGY, 1977-1986 85

development, one must step back to the summer of 1984 and follow forward from that

point the work in that Branch.

By August 1984, following the publication of the first Maritime Strategy booklet, a new
team of officers had been installed in OP-60; Commodore T. J. Johnson, Captain Larry
Seaquist, and Commander T. Wood Parker considered that it was time to begin the cy-
cle of reflection and revision again. With the booklet in hand, Admiral Watkins looked
for further, more detailed development of the strategy. He set the Strategic Studies
Group the task of looking into developing further insights into peacetime use of na-
vies, emphasizing in particular that The Maritime Strategy was primarily designed to be
a deterrent strategy whose purpose was to help prevent war. Its effectiveness for such a
task, of course, came from the U.S. Navy’s ability to be ready for war if deterrence failed
and to fight and to help win such a war. With that in mind the Vice Chief of Naval Op-
erations, Admiral Ronald Hays, sent a personal message to the three Navy CINCs say-
ing “the CNO needs to understand fully your views on our present baseline strategy as

»2

we gear up to POM-87.”" Commodore Jerome L. Johnson traveled from OP-06 to each

of the CINCs’ headquarters for follow-up discussions.

Admiral Wesley L. McDonald, Commander in Chief, Atlantic and Supreme Allied
Commander Atlantic, was the first CINC to reply. It was obvious from his reaction that
though the CINCs would have differing views on certain aspects of The Maritime Strat-
egy, they agreed to it in general. As he read McDonald’s message, Watkins wrote a note
to his staff along the margin: “make sure we include where we agree and resolve where
we disagree. I don’t want to have more than one strategy.”’ The effort to resolve these
differences and to collate the detailed views of the CINCs in the light of new develop-
ments and further thinking became the main continuing task of the action officers as
they prepared new versions of the booklet and briefing. These issues were detailed ones
that involved primarily the assessment of the Soviet bastion strategy, judgments
whether one should emphasize Soviet intentions over Soviet capabilities in assessing an
enemy, the risk of forward carrier battle group strikes against the Soviet Union, and the
difficulty of dealing with the phasing and the timing of the various operations laid out
in the strategy.'

In the process of discussing the strategy, it became obvious that some officers ques-
tioned the propriety of the CNO?’s role in creating a strategy. One of the outspoken
critics on this point was Admiral William J. Crowe, Jr., the Commander in Chief, Pa-
cific. When Commodore Johnson presented to him the latest version of the strategy,
Crowe remarked, “I'm not sure why CNO needs a Maritime Strategy. I need one, but he
doesn’t.” For him, and others who shared his views, it was appropriate as a plausible

case to present in the procurement process, but not as an actual, operational strategy.
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In pointing this out, Crowe was right in the sense that neither the CNO nor the fleet
CINCs have responsibility for developing strategy. That is the domain of the President,
the Secretary of Defense, The Joint Chiefs, and the Unified Commanders. The recog-
nized instruments were the national strategy, approved by the President, which con-
tains military elements; a national military strategy, prepared by the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and approved by the President and the Secretary of Defense. Then
there are theater strategies approved by the Unified Commander for accomplishing his
assigned mission. The Maritime Strategy lay outside this structure and had no formal
status in relation to it. Nevertheless, it did influence the strategic thinking of those offi-
cers who had responsibility for developing the national military strategy, while at-

tempting to link the procurement process to strategy.

While he was briefing the CINCs, Commodore Johnson also briefed fleet flag officers
in operational positions. Many of them had a negative reaction to it, making comments

» <«

such as “brochuremanship,” “PR job—not a strategy,” “not executable,” “lacking opera-
tional insight.” Their reaction showed a sophistication about strategy and strategic
thinking that had not been present among flag officers a few years earlier, suggesting

that they now had much higher expectations and demands in this area.’

In OpNav, Commander T. Wood Parker was assigned as action officer for The Maritime
Strategy in September 1984. He and Captain Larry Seaquist, who had come from the
Strategic Studies Group at the Naval War College to be the new head of the Strategic
Concepts Branch (OP-603), agreed on three primary objectives: (1) to enhance the
substance of the strategy, (2) to get the OpNav and Headquarters Marine Corps staffs
to use it as the starting point for all of their efforts in policy, strategy, tactics, budget,
and procurement; and (3) to “spread the gospel” throughout the navy by widespread

briefings and writings.

While having great respect for Commander Peter Swartz’s earlier work in carrying the
briefing through and turning it into a widely circulated publication, Parker began his
work with the clear impression that Swartz had made compromises in order to get the
strategy accepted by all the various interest groups within the navy staff. Now that the
strategy had been fully approved by the CNO and accepted by the staffs as well as the
CINCs, Parker felt it was time to correct the shortcomings he saw in the strategy. He
immediately started working on a new version, which he hoped would enhance the

substance of the strategy. To achieve this, Parker tried to accomplish several things:

+ Get the CINCs much more involved in the development of the next version by trav-

eling to them as well as meeting with their staffs regularly.

+ Explicitly include anti-SSBN operations.
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+ Describe what is meant by the vague term, “war termination on favorable terms.”

+ Alter the first part of the briefing and publication by expanding on the parts that

deal with peacetime operations, crisis control operations, and transition to war.
+ Include the U.S. Navy’s SSBN operations as part of the overall concept of strategy.
* Deal with the issues of time phasing and nuclear war which had been omitted earlier.

+ Explain, rather than just list, the uncertainties with which the strategy must necessarily

deal, and try to explain them in terms of their impact in the case of a war.’

In his effort to get the OpNav and Marine Corps Headquarters to use the strategy as
the basis for all their work, Parker saw that what was needed was a direct link between
the strategic and the POM process. This, of course, had been an objective from the be-
ginning with Admiral Small’s memoranda, which had begun the development of the
maritime strategy briefing in 1982. However, it was no easy task to place conceptual
concerns as the governing factors in a budget and procurement process. For years, the

two areas of concern had tended to operate in separate spheres.

In order to try to make this linkage, Vice Admiral J. A. Lyons, the Deputy CNO for
Plans and Policy (OP-06), came up with the idea of “Strategy Stoppers.” This was a la-
bel that Lyons started to apply in the autumn of 1984 to identify those issues and prob-
lems in the procurement area which, if not properly funded or supported, could lead to
a weakening in the navy’s ability to execute the strategy fully. The term “Strategy Stop-
pers” was criticized by some who thought that it would be misconstrued to mean that
the strategy could not be executed at all. For this reason, the term was eventually
dropped, but for a time, Vice Admiral Lyons insisted on using it because it was pithy

and recognizable.

Although the use of the term had a short history, the concept behind it became estab-
lished at this point. The purpose of it was to make the strategy identify what must be
analyzed, considered, and appraised in the procurement process. At first this was a very
difficult process to get across. As Parker described it “every office in the Pentagon and
Henderson Hall perceived this as a power grab by the OP-06 organization, and they did
not want anyone or anything telling them what must be included in their respective
programs.” However, after a series of briefings to various officers to convince them that
this was a proper use of the strategy and that it would help to provide much needed
guidance and cohesiveness to the overall POM process, the idea was presented by Vice
Admiral Lyons to the CINCs conference and then to the CNO Executive Board. Admi-
ral Watkins then directed that every program appraisal address the strategy stoppers
that had been identified, thus establishing a formal and direct connection between the

Strategy and the POM process.
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In trying to “spread the gospel,” as Parker termed it, his goal was to have The Maritime
Strategy accepted as a strategic framework.’ Many people derisively described it as
merely a budget document designed to augment naval forces, but Parker and Seaquist
concentrated their efforts on combating this view. Doubling their efforts for this pur-
pose, the briefers asked for comments and corrections from all the commanders in
chief, not only the Navy CINCs. In particular, they briefed General Bernard Rogers,
Supreme Allied Commander Europe, and all his component U.S. commanders; and
Admiral W. J. Crowe, Commander in Chief, Pacific, and his component commanders.
They also briefed CINC Readiness Command, CINC Southern Command, CINC Cen-
tral Command, and several former commanders in chief, including Admiral Robert
Long, former CINCPAC, and General Alexander Haig, former SACEUR. Through all
of these briefings, Parker and Seaquist worked to explain the strategy as the mari-
time component of a national strategy, which dovetailed naval aspects to those of the

other services.

In addition to the series of briefings to the CINCs, Parker briefed the professional staff
members of the Senate Armed Services Committee on 7 January 1985. Then, on 30
January 1985, Vice Admiral Lyons and Commander Parker presented the briefings to
Senator Barry Goldwater and the members of the Senate Armed Services Committee.
This was followed by another briefing to Congress when Lyons and Parker presented
the briefing to Congressman Charles E. Bennett and members of the House Subcom-
mittee on Seapower and Strategic and Critical Materials. These briefings to members of
Congress were particularly important since, as Parker described it, “we took on some

»9

of our most ardent critics head to head.” These briefings were very successful. In his

report to Congressman Les Aspin later in the year, Congressman Bennett wrote,

The subcommittee finds that the maritime strategy is, in fact, a proper naval compo-
nent to national-level military strategy, and that the 600-ship navy as currently de-
scribed is a reasonable and balanced approach to meeting the force structure

requirements of that strategy.”

Through widespread emphasis on the concept as that of a strategy rather than just a
budgetary argument, Admiral Watkins frequently became personally involved. During
the period between January and June 1985, Watkins was most actively involved with
the further development and “selling” of the strategy. It was during this period that the
idea was developed to publish an unclassified article on “The Maritime Strategy” and a
first draft was made at that time. However, it was not until January 1986 that it ap-
peared as a special supplement to the U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings. The supple-
ment included the lead article by Watkins, “The Amphibious Warfare Strategy” by
General P. X. Kelley, “The 600-ship Navy” by John Lehman, and Captain Peter
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Swartz’s “Contemporary U.S. Naval Strategy: A Bibliography”" [see Appendix II, pp.
185-277]. In Parker’s view, it was the direct involvement of Watkins in the strategy’s
development in OP-603 at this point that was the most salient contribution to his work

in that office.”

By July 1985, the bulk of the creative work for the third version of The Maritime Strat-
egy had been completed by Seaquist and Parker. It was at this point that Commander
Albert C. Myers was assigned to OP-603 as Parker’s relief while Parker went on to the
Office of the Secretary of the Navy. What remained to be done was to collate the final
recommendations and changes from the various CINCs and Washington offices as well
as to shepherd the document through a conference of OpNav and Fleet staff planners
in a working-level conference. After this was completed, the draft document had to be
submitted up the chain of command for the approval of the Chief of Naval Operations.
This was completed on 1 November 1985 when Admiral Watkins formally signed the
third version of The Maritime Strategy."”

The next major phase was begun by Seaquist’s successor as Head of the Strategic Con-
cepts Branch, Captain Thomas M. Daly. Daly saw his task as capitalizing on the mo-
mentum of his predecessors and broadening familiarity with The Maritime Strategy
both within and without the navy, while keeping the strategy responsive to the realities
of the developing capabilities of the navy and changes in Soviet armed forces. An ag-
gressive briefing schedule was developed, which included expanded contacts and dia-
logue with civilians at the unclassified level, at both universities and institutions such
as Brookings, Georgetown University, CSIS, etc. As this developed, it created significant

comment and discussion among academies concerned with strategic issues.

By the end of 1986, there was a large amount of discussion, not only in the Proceedings
and in the Naval War College Review but in newspapers, magazines, and journals. Im-
portant comments were made by John J. Mearsheimer in International Security, which
were paired with an article by Captain Linton Brooks." In addition, in his Maritime
Strategy, Geopolitics and the Defense of the West” Dr. Colin S. Gray made some interest-
ing comments on the criticisms of Ambassador Robert Komer about The Maritime
Strategy. As the public debate grew wider, it became the basis of discussion in univer-
sity lecture courses, such as that offered by Professor Paul M. Kennedy at Yale,
“Seapower Past and Present,”"" and even in the works of novelists Tom Clancy and
Larry Bond in their best selling book, Red Storm Rising.

In January 1987, President Reagan delivered to Congress a public and unclassified
statement of National Security Strategy of the United States. Rear Admiral W. A. Cockell
developed this document while serving as Special Assistant to the President for Defense

Policy. It was based on the classified update to the NSDD on National Security completed
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in the summer of 1986. Sweeping widely across the spectrum of American strategy, a few
paragraphs clearly reflected the development of The Maritime Strategy that had been the
focus of a decade’s effort by navy strategists. Most significantly, the report stated:

Maritime superiority enables us to capitalize on Soviet geographical vulnerabilities
and to pose a global threat to the Soviets’ interests. It plays a key role in plans for the
defense of NATO allies on the European flanks. It also permits the United States to tie
down Soviet naval forces in a defensive posture protecting Soviet ballistic missile sub-
marines and the seaward approaches to the Soviet homeland, and thereby to mini-

mize the wartime threat to the reinforcement and resupply of Europe by sea.”

By the end of 1986, the public and professional discussion of the issues surrounding
The Maritime Strategy had taken a sophisticated form. The issues of naval strategy
could be, and were, understood and being debated widely. This contrasted starkly with
the absence of such discussion a decade earlier, and at the same time, seemed to dem-
onstrate a widespread appreciation of strategy within the officer corps. The formative
phase for The Maritime Strategy had clearly ended in the years between 1984 and 1986.
Its development was closely associated in the mind of the public with the names of
Secretary of the Navy John Lehman and Admiral James Watkins who, in the Reagan
administration, had been the catalysts who successfully brought the issues and ideas to
the fore as the public spokesmen for them. Within the navy, many individuals made
claim to having been the “father” of the Strategy. As this study shows, the ideas in The
Maritime Strategy have long roots that were in fact the cumulative and complementary

contributions of many naval officers over many years and several administrations.

Among the many contributions that have resulted in The Maritime Strategy, one can
point to several key influences beginning with the strategy studies under Admiral
Zumwalt’s tenure as CNO in the early 1970s, the efforts of the navy staff under Admiral
Holloway to come to grips with ways to “size the Navy,” the contributions of the ana-
lysts at the Center for Naval Analyses in identifying a new area for research on Soviet
strategic thinking, and the further development and refinement of that basis in the Of-
fice of Naval Intelligence. Admiral Hayward’s contributions were widespread and in-
cluded the Sea Strike Study, which complemented the Navy Department’s Sea Plan
2000, and later his Strategic Principles, his organization of the navy staff, an intensified
effort to understand Soviet naval strategy, and the creation of the Strategic Studies
Group. Then, there was Admiral Small’s key effort to rationalize the budget process in
terms of strategic purposes, and with this comes the contributions of the Naval War-
fare Directorate, OP-603 and the Strategic Studies Group in formulating ideas and
breaking down the barriers that hindered discussion of strategy within the navy. These

contributions were particularly important in facilitating the cross-fertilization of
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strategic thought, which was essential in the development of a widely accepted strategic
concept based on current assessments of both Soviet capabilities and intentions as well
as in terms of U.S. goals for a peacetime strategy of deterrence that could be effective in
war, if needed. In this context, Lehman and Watkins clearly deserve credit for their ef-
forts in further coordinating ideas and helping to bring the diverse segments of the
navy together, focusing on the basic and continuing strategic issues. The appointments
of Admiral Carlisle A. H. Trost as Chief of Naval Operations in 1986, of James Webb as
Secretary of the Navy in 1987, and of General Alfred Gray as Commandant of the Ma-
rine Corps coincided with the transition to a new phase in the further development of

American naval strategic thinking.

As one looks back over this decade, it is apparent that various levels of government
worked in the development of strategy. A process of education and the development of
a heightened interest in strategic issues within the naval officer corps paralleled the de-
velopment and application of strategic concepts. One may see here an attempt to apply
some of the abstract, theoretical ideas of writers such as Mahan, Eccles, and Wylie. At
the same time, one can see the natural stresses between various levels of decision mak-
ing as they dealt with strategy in terms of the different needs, constraints, and func-
tions that come into play at different levels. For example, one can clearly see this in
strategic analysts’ examination of the issues in terms of geopolitical studies or in Sena-
tors’ and Congressmen’s reactions in terms of domestic political issues. Within the De-
partment of Defense itself, other issues were raised as broad budgetary constraints
were applied to weapons procurement matters in terms of strategy, while at the same
time, elements of the bureaucracy took initiative or reacted to one another explaining
their positions in terms of strategy, war plans, and exercises in preparation for wartime

operations.
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Preface

During the eight years since publication of NIE 11-15-74, the last estimate devoted to
the Soviet Navy’s strategy and programs, there have been many notable developments
in that force, particularly concerning new weapon systems. The Soviets have, for

example:

+ Deployed long-range, submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) with multiple
independently targetable reentry vehicles (MIRVs).

+ Deployed their first sea-based, fixed-wing tactical aircraft and probably decided to
construct their first aircraft carrier capable of handling high-performance aircraft.

+ Achieved significant developments in the application of nuclear propulsion to war-

ships.

+ Continued the modernization of their fleet through the deployment of a new class of
ballistic missile submarine, four new classes of general purpose submarines, and

four new classes of principal surface combatants.

+ Begun testing a long-range land-attack cruise missile capable of being launched

from a variety of submarine, surface, and air platforms.

The substantial allocation of resources for such programs indicates a continued, and
probably growing, recognition by Soviet leaders of the value of naval forces in the at-
tainment of wartime and peacetime goals. These programs also raise questions about
the future use of such forces and whether their development indicates basic changes in

Soviet naval doctrine and strategy.'

Many aspects of Soviet naval developments have already been addressed in publica-
tions by individual departments and agencies, particularly technical studies and
short-term assessments. The subject is also treated as portions of recent estimates
(11-14,11-10, and 11-3/8) and in memorandums (on readiness and on sea lines of
communication). In contrast to those studies, the major focus of this Estimate is on the
overall significance of current and projected programs for Soviet naval strategy in the
late 1980s and the decade of the 1990s, including some of the major options open to
the Soviets for performing critical naval tasks. (Nonnaval responses to the maritime
threat facing the USSR, such as air defense against sea-launched land-attack missiles,
are treated only peripherally in this Estimate.) The groundwork for this assessment is

laid by outlining the navy’s current status—its major tasks and the forces that would
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seek to accomplish them. In addition to providing a basis for examining future devel-
opments, an understanding of current forces is especially important for naval estimates
because of the long time needed to develop naval systems and the long service life of
ships and aircraft. Most of the submarine and major surface combatant classes and

many of the aircraft that will be in the Soviet Navy of 1995 are already in service today.

The Soviets recognize that their navy is facing severe challenges to the performance of
its missions as a result of improvements in Western naval forces, particularly quieter
submarines, longer range SLBMs, greater numbers of sea-launched cruise missiles, and
improving defensive systems. To meet these challenges, the Soviets support a variety of
research and development efforts. Many of these programs have been identified, and
we can make some evaluation of their capabilities based on knowledge of past Soviet
programs and current technological state of the art. By extrapolating from such infor-
mation, the general nature of future Soviet naval weapons and sensors can be dis-
cussed. Such extrapolations may prove wrong, however, because assessments of
evolutionary technical progress may be upset by “breakthroughs” that cannot be pre-
dicted on the basis of an understanding of the current state of the art. This is particu-
larly important in those aspects of the Soviet research effort, such as nonacoustic
antisubmarine warfare and space-based ocean reconnaissance/targeting, that involve
innovative solutions to naval problems. This Estimate considers some of the potential
consequences of such breakthroughs in key areas and speculates on how the Soviets

might attempt to exploit such successes.

Finally, the development of the Soviet Navy will occur within the broad context of
changes in the Soviet system and the international environment. Although a detailed
treatment of such subjects is beyond the scope of this Estimate, some of the possible
relationships among such factors as the post-Brezhnev succession, economic problems,
arms control negotiations, and an increased emphasis on influencing developments in
the Third World have been sketched out, especially as they might affect force

procurement.



Key Judgments

Over the past decade, the role of the navy within the USSR’s national strategy has
continued to evolve, supported by additional operational experience and an ambi-
tious naval construction program. This program, emphasizing larger ships with in-
creased endurance and technologically advanced weapon and electronic systems, has
enhanced the navy’s capability for sustained conventional combat and distant area

deployments.

Within the Soviets” overall wartime strategy, however, the primary initial tasks of the

navy remain:

+ To deploy and provide protection for ballistic missile submarines in preparation for

and conduct of strategic and theater nuclear strikes.

* To defend the USSR and its allies from strikes by enemy ballistic missile submarines

and aircraft carriers.

Accomplishment of these tasks would entail attempts to control all or portions of the
Kara, Barents, and northern Norwegian and Greenland seas, the seas of Japan and
Okhotsk, and the Northwest Pacific Basin, and to conduct sea-denial operations be-
yond those areas to about 2,000 kilometers from Soviet territory. We believe that virtu-
ally all of the Northern and Pacific Fleets’ available major surface combatants and
combat aircraft and some three-quarters of their available attack submarines would be
committed initially to operations in these waters. Other initial naval wartime tasks are:
support of ground force operations in the land theaters of military operations (includ-
ing countering naval support to enemy operations in peripheral areas such as Norway),

and some interdiction of Western sea lines of communication (SLOCs).

We believe this wartime strategy will remain essentially unchanged over the next 15 to
20 years. Strategic strike—including protection of nuclear-powered ballistic missile
submarines (SSBNs)—and strategic defense against enemy SSBNGs, aircraft carriers,
and other major platforms capable of striking Soviet territory will continue to be the
Soviet Navy’s primary initial wartime tasks. We expect these requirements—particu-
larly the need to counter Western units armed with the new Tomahawk land-attack
cruise missile—will drive the Soviets to expand the area in which their navy would ini-
tially deploy the bulk of its Northern and Pacific Fleet forces for sea-control/sea-denial

operations—possibly out to 3,000 kilometers from Soviet territory.
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A principal portion of the strategic defense task—the destruction of enemy SSBN's
before they can launch their missiles (SLBMs)—will pose increasing difficulties for
the Soviets. The deployment of hard-target-capable US SLBMs, improved British
and French SSBNs, and the first Chinese SSBNs probably will increase the impor-
tance of this task. The Soviet Navy’s ability to detect and track US SSBNs in the
open ocean, however, probably will decline, at least over the next 10 years. This is
primarily because we believe that the increased patrol areas of SSBN's carrying Tri-
dent SLBMs will more than offset the increased coverage that could be provided by
improved Soviet antisubmarine warfare (ASW) platforms. We therefore expect that
Soviet naval anti-SSBN operations will continue to be modest, with relatively few at-
tack submarines stationed in choke points or in the approaches to Western or Chinese

submarine bases.

We believe that Soviet procurement of naval weapons platforms and systems over the
period of this Estimate will be driven primarily by requirements stemming from the

strategic offensive and defensive tasks outlined above:

+ The size of the modern ballistic missile submarine force will probably remain
roughly constant at about 60 units throughout the 1990s. In the absence of new

arms control restrictions, the number of SLBM warheads is likely to increase.

+ The Soviets will develop long-range nuclear-armed land-attack cruise missiles capa-
ble of being launched from a variety of naval platforms. In the absence of arms con-
trol restrictions, we believe they will be deployed primarily on newer
nuclear-powered attack submarines for use in theater strike roles and possibly for

strikes against some targets in the continental United States.

+ The first unit of a new class of nuclear-powered aircraft carrier probably will become

operational by about 1990.

+ The number of principal surface combatants probably will decline somewhat, but
the trend toward larger average size, greater weapon loads, and more sophisticated

weapon and electronic systems will continue.

+ The overall number of general purpose submarines will decline, but the number of

nuclear-powered units probably will grow substantially.

+ The navy’s overall amphibious lift capability will increase gradually. We expect an in-
crease in the size of the naval infantry from some 14,000 to about 18,000 to 20,000

men.

+ One or more new classes of underway replenishment ships will be introduced, but

construction of such ships probably will continue to receive a relatively low priority.
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+ The number of fixed-wing naval aircraft probably will increase somewhat, with the
major change being the first at-sea deployment of high-performance, conventional
takeoff and landing (CTOL) aircraft. The continued production of Backfire bombers
and the introduction of a follow-on in the 1990s will be an essential element in the
Soviets’ attempts to expand their sea-control/sea-denial efforts against Western sur-
face forces in vital areas such as the Norwegian, North, and Mediterranean seas and
the Northwest Pacific Basin. Naval aviation bombers will also remain a principal fea-

ture of Soviet antisurface capabilities in other areas such as the Arabian Sea.

+ Major technical improvements in Soviet fleet air defense are likely. New surface-to-
air missiles, guns, and laser weapons will probably be introduced. Fighter aircraft
operating from the projected new aircraft carriers will add a new dimension to the

navy’s air defense resources.

+ Expansion of both sea-control and sea-denial operations will be supported by grad-
ual improvements in Soviet capability to surveil Western surface units and provide
targeting assistance for antiship missiles. Much of the improvement probably will in-

volve space-based systems.

In addition to its wartime tasks, the Soviet Navy will continue to play important peace-
time roles, ranging from routine show-the-flag port visits to support for distant-area
client states during crisis situations and limited wars. Given the likelihood of continued
instability in the Third World, the use of such naval diplomacy and power projection
techniques probably will increase during the 1980s and 1990s.

The most notable change in the Soviet Navy during the period of this Estimate prob-
ably will be the introduction of its first aircraft carriers equipped to handle high-
performance CTOL aircraft. We believe that the primary mission of such carriers will
be to help expand Northern and Pacific Fleet sea-control operations during a general
war. The carriers will also give the Soviet Navy for the first time an ability to project
power ashore effectively in distant areas in a limited war. Together with other force im-
provements, they will provide the Soviets the option of using naval force in a number
of Third World situations against all but the most well-armed regional powers. We be-
lieve that major Soviet Navy task force participation in Third World conflicts would,
however, be restricted to limited war situations in which the Soviets judged the risk of
escalation to war with the United States or NATO to be small.

Our best estimate on the future of the Soviet Navy reflects our judgment that the
trends we have observed in ship construction, naval doctrine, and strategy over the past
20 years will continue. Among the variables that could dictate a different course for the
Soviet Navy of the 1990s are:
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+ A major ASW breakthrough that gives the Soviets the capability to detect and
track enemy submarines in the open ocean. Although unlikely throughout the pe-
riod of this Estimate, such a breakthrough would substantially increase the navy’s
ability to perform the critically important strategic defensive task of destroying
enemy ballistic missile and land-attack cruise missile submarines before they
launched their missiles. It would probably lead to major changes in the way the So-
viets would deploy their general purpose naval forces before and during general

war.

+ Arms control negotiations, which could play an important part in determining the
role within Soviet strategy and the force composition of the Soviet Navy in the
1990s. For example, severe restrictions on sea-launched cruise missile characteristics
and/or deployment would alleviate a serious maritime threat to the USSR and elimi-
nate much of the pressure to conduct sea-denial operations at greater distances from

Soviet territory.

+ Severe economic problems, which could lead to a reduction of Soviet defense spend-
ing in the 1990s. Such a reduction would be likely to result in cuts in the navy’s bud-
get, perhaps falling heaviest on major surface ship programs such as the expected

new aircraft carrier, projected nuclear-powered cruisers, and large amphibious and

SOVIET NAVAL COMMANDER

e W ;
One change in the Soviet Navy during the period of this Estimate will be the depar-
ture of Sergei Gorshkov, an admiral since 1941, who became commander of the
Soviet Navy in 1956.
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replenishment ships. The net result of such cuts would be a navy with less capability
than the one projected in our best estimate to control waters beyond the range of
land-based tactical aircraft and to project power in distant areas. Programs considered
essential to the navy’s primary strategic offensive and defensive tasks—such as ballistic
missile submarines, attack and cruise missile submarines, land-based strike aircraft,

and ASW-oriented surface combatants—probably would suffer few, if any, cuts.






Discussion

[. Current Naval Strategy and Programs

A. Introduction

1. By the mid-1970s, when this Estimate was last produced, the Soviet Navy had
evolved from a force primarily oriented to close-in defense of maritime frontiers
to one designed to undertake a wide variety of naval tasks, ranging from strategic
nuclear strikes to worldwide peacetime naval diplomacy. Since then, Soviet naval
employment within an overall national strategy has continued to evolve, sup-
ported by an ambitious naval construction program and additional operational expe-
rience. This chapter describes our understanding of Soviet programs and current
naval strategy, particularly how Soviet forces would be employed initially during a

general war.

B. Force Composition, Organization, and Readiness

2. The primary forces of the Soviet Navy consist of 85 ballistic missiles and 278 gen-
eral purpose submarines, 284 large surface combatants, and some 1,200 naval
combat aircraft. They are organized into four fleets—the Northern, Baltic, Black
Sea, and Pacific Fleets (see figure 1). The Soviet Navy maintains two standing de-
ployed forces, the Mediterranean and Indian Ocean Squadrons, which draw their
forces primarily from the Northern and Black Sea Fleets and the Pacific Fleet,

respectively.

3. Control of the armed forces of Warsaw Pact countries in wartime would be trans-
ferred to a Soviet Supreme High Command (VGK), with the Soviet General Staff
as its executive agent. To give this centralized command structure some flexibility,
the Soviets have divided areas of anticipated military action into geographical en-
tities called theaters of military operations (TVDs), including probably four
ocean TVDs (see figure 2). High commands established in these TVDs probably
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FIGURE 1
Major Soviet Naval Forces’
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a. Information as of 1 July 1982. These figures do not include units in reserve. Among the other units in the Soviet Navy are some 160
patrol combatants, 85 amphibious warfare ships, 145 mine warfare ships, 80 underway replenishment ships, and 250 other combat
aircraft (reconnaissance, refueling, etc.). Black Sea Fleet figures include the units of the Caspian Sea Flotilla. Naval infantry consists of
a division in the Pacific Fleet and one brigade in each of the three western fleets.

would directly control those forces within their respective areas, except for those

forces, including SSBNs, remaining under the control of the VGK:

*  We believe the Northern Fleet commander controls all general purpose
military operations in the Arctic and Atlantic TVDs. Some units, such as those
involved in amphibious operations, probably would be subordinate to the
command of the Northwestern TVD, emphasizing operations against Norway.
We believe that, for efficient command and control, a high command would be
created for this TVD. We also believe that the bulk of the Northern Fleet’s
forces would operate within the Arctic Ocean TVD—this TVD would probably
encompass all sea areas north of the Greenland-Iceland-United Kingdom
(GIUK) gap. Strategic forces, including SSBNs and aircraft on strategic
missions, operating in these ocean TVDs would be under the direct control of
the VGK.
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FIGURE 2
Probable Soviet Ocean Theaters of Military Operations (TVDs)
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* The subordination of Pacific Fleet forces and the responsibility of the fleet
commander probably are similar to those of the Northern Fleet. We believe
that the Pacific Fleet Commander would control all general purpose military
operations in the Pacific Ocean TVD. Some units, such as those planned for
operations against China and the Japanese islands, probably would be
controlled by the high command of the Far East TVD. The Indian Ocean
Squadron would be subordinate to the Pacific Fleet—possibly in a separate
Indian Ocean TVD—unless a high command were formed in the Southern
TVD, in which case, the squadron would be responsive to the high command.
As in the Northern Fleet, forces performing strategic missions in the Pacific
Ocean TVD would be under the direct control of the VGK.

* The Baltic Fleet, as part of a combined fleet with the Polish and East German
navies, would be subordinate to the high command of the Western TVD. This
theater would encompass primarily operations against West Germany, Denmark,

the Benelux countries, and France, and NATO forces in the Baltic and North Seas.

* The Black Sea Fleet, as part of a combined fleet with the Bulgarian and
Romanian navies—as well as the forces of the Mediterranean Squadron—
would be subordinate to the high command of the Southwestern TVD,
encompassing primarily operations against Turkey, Greece, and Italy, and
NATO forces in the Mediterranean.
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4. Readiness Philosophy. Although Soviet naval presence has expanded globally in the
past two decades, only a relatively small portion of the Soviet Navy is still regu-
larly deployed away from home waters. This is due largely to the Soviet approach
to readiness, which differs markedly from that of Western navies. Generally
speaking, the Soviet readiness philosophy stresses readiness to deploy for combat
on relatively short notice rather than routine deployment of large forces. To
achieve a maximum force generation capability in times of crisis, the Soviet Navy
emphasizes maintenance and in-port/in-area training rather than extended at-sea
operations. Even Soviet naval units deployed out-of-area spend much of their
time at anchor or in port. To the Soviet mind, it apparently is more important to
be ready to go to sea than to be at sea. Under this system, operational experience
and some degree of crew proficiency are sacrificed to achieve high material avail-
ability. As a result of this readiness philosophy, the Soviets probably would have
more than half of their submarines and major surface combatants available for
combat within a few days and some 70 percent within two weeks. We estimate
that, given several days” warning, Soviet Naval Aviation would have more than 90
percent of its aircraft available, although this percentage could be sustained for

only a short time.

C. Key Aspects of Naval Doctrine

5. Soviet View of General War. The Soviets’ military writings indicate that they
believe a war with the West would be decisive, be global in scope, and probably
escalate to a nuclear conflict. They probably expect that such a war would begin
in Central Europe following a period of rising international tensions and
would spread to the Far East, as China enters to take advantage of Soviet in-
volvement in Europe. In the Soviet view, the conflict would probably evolve

through four stages:
* A conventional phase in which a NATO offensive is checked by the Warsaw Pact.

* A period of limited theater nuclear war in which the Pact detects NATO

preparations to use nuclear weapons and preempts.

* A decisive phase with large-scale use of nuclear weapons, both

intercontinentally and within theater.

* A concluding phase in which residual nuclear and conventional forces come

into play.

There have been recent indications that the Soviets expect a more protracted con-

ventional war phase than was anticipated in the 1960s and early 1970s.
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6. Regardless of the length of the conventional phase, the Soviets probably doubt

10.

that a war with the West would be decided at the conventional level. Therefore,
initial conventional operations would be conducted with an eye toward escala-
tion. During the initial phase of operations, the Soviets probably would attempt
to destroy with conventional munitions as much as possible of the enemy’s the-
ater and sea-based nuclear weapons and supporting facilities. We do not believe
the Soviets consider that the destruction of potential strategic assets, such as
SSBNs, during the conventional phase would by itself trigger an escalation to the

use of nuclear weapons.

. [TEXT DELETED]

. Soviet Wartime Tasks. Our examination of Soviet naval writings, exercises, and

construction trends allows us to estimate the Soviet Navy’s initial wartime tasks
with a good deal of confidence. It also permits an understanding of the Soviets’
relative priorities in fighting a war with the West. Since the 1960s, naval exercises
and writings have consistently emphasized specific offensive and defensive tasks
to be performed concurrently during the first stages of a war with NATO. These

tasks are:

+ To deploy and provide “combat stability”(that is, protection and support) for
ballistic missile submarines in preparation for and conduct of strategic and

theater nuclear strikes.
* To defend the USSR and its allies from enemy sea-based strike forces.

» To support ground force operations in the land theaters of military operations,
including protecting Pact sea lines of communication and preventing naval

support to enemy operations in peripheral areas such as Norway.

+ To conduct some interdiction of enemy sea lines of communication.

. The pattern of implementation of these tasks undoubtedly would vary from fleet

to fleet. The Northern and Pacific Fleets would initially be concerned with de-
ploying and protecting their SSBNs. The Baltic and Black Sea Fleets, on the other
hand, would initially concentrate on supporting operations in the land theaters.
Combating enemy strike groups, especially carrier battle groups, approaching the

USSR would also be a major initial concern of all four fleets.

The Soviets realize that a conflict may not unfold as they expect. In this case, they
would be prepared to reexamine their initial force allocations in these tasks. How-
ever, readiness to conduct strategic strikes, including the protection of their SSBN
forces, and to attack enemy sea-based nuclear forces would be likely to remain

their major concerns, regardless of scenario. The following paragraphs examine
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the navy’s principal tasks in the context of the standard scenario, as evidenced by

their writings and military exercises.

D. Strategic Strike

11.

12.

13.

14.

The Soviets regard strategic strike against enemy land targets as the primary naval
mission. This priority stems from the Soviet belief that a war with the West would
probably escalate to the unlimited use of nuclear weapons and from the capability
of SLBMs to strike strategically important targets. According to Fleet Admiral of
the Soviet Union Sergei Gorshkov, SLBMs give navies, for the first time in history,
the capability to directly affect “the course and even the outcome” of a war. The
Soviet Navy’s 62 modern SSBNs, over half of which are D-class units capable of
striking the continental United States while remaining in home waters, carry a
total of 920 SLBMs.

The day-to-day disposition of Soviet SSBNs is governed by the wartime require-
ment to generate maximum force levels on short notice. The Soviet Navy seeks to
maintain 75 percent of its SSBN's in an operational status, with the remaining 25
percent in long-term repair. [TEXT DELETED] Every operational SSBN could
probably be deployed with three weeks’ preparation time. To maintain this high
state of readiness, a relatively small portion of the modern SSBN force—typically
about 25 percent or 14 units—is kept deployed at sea. However, additional D and
Y-class units are probably kept in a high state of readiness in or near home port in

order to be ready to fire their missiles on short notice.

We believe most SLBMs would be targeted against administrative centers, com-
munications facilities, and industrial and soft military targets, largely because
they do not now have the combination of accuracy and yield to destroy hardened
military targets. Some SSBNS, particularly the forward-deployed Ys, probably
would participate in initial strikes against the continental United States. Many
SSBNs, however, probably would be withheld for subsequent strikes or as a resid-
ual strategic force. It is feasible that by using the three Amga-class missile support
ships, the Soviets could reload some SSBNs that had participated in the initial
strikes. SLBMs are ideally suited for follow-on strikes, since they are more likely
to survive initial nuclear operations than ICBMs in fixed silos, and will remain

less vulnerable to subsequent strikes.

Protection and Support for SSBNs. The Soviets have long been concerned with the
vulnerability of their submarines to ASW forces. Soviet authors frequently cite the
experience of the two World Wars to reject the notion that submarines can ensure

their own survival through concealed operations. Rather, since at least the 1960s,
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they have discussed the need to use general purpose forces, including large surface
combatants, to protect and support or provide “combat stability” to ballistic mis-
sile submarines. Such writings strongly imply that providing combat stability to
SSBNss is an integral part of the strategic strike mission and the most important
initial wartime task of a significant number of Northern and Pacific Fleet general

purpose forces.

We believe that the Soviets plan to support and protect their SSBNs through an
echeloned defense in-depth. This defense would likely begin while the SSBNs are
still in port and continue as they are dispersed and enter assigned operating areas.
Surface combatants, mine warfare ships, and ASW aircraft [SIDEBAR DELETED]
probably would be used to sanitize SSBN transit routes. General purpose subma-
rines probably would escort transiting SSBNs and, along with aircraft, establish
barrier patrols in the approaches to SSBN operating areas. Surface combatant task
groups also would probably operate in the vicinity of such areas to assist in com-
bating enemy SSNs and ASW aircraft.

Protection of SSBN operating areas entails attempts to control all or large por-
tions of the Kara, Barents, and northern Norwegian and Greenland seas as well as
the seas of Japan and Okhotsk and the area off the Kamchatka Peninsula. It also
involves sea-denial operations beyond these areas to about 2,000 kilometers from
Soviet territory. Some facets of the echeloned defense, such as the operation of at-
tack submarines in proximity to SSBNs and protection of the waters near the ice
edge, would serve only one main purpose—the protection of SSBNs—because the
only Western units likely to be in such areas would be those attempting to attack
the SSBNs. Most of the units involved in the echeloned defense, however, would
also contribute to other important tasks, particularly the defense of Soviet terri-
tory from attacks by Western forces and the prevention of naval support to Allied
operations in peripheral areas such as Norway and Korea. Attack submarines, air-
craft, and any surface combatants operating near the GIUK gap, for example,
would seek to destroy any Western submarines or major surface combatants de-
tected, thereby protecting both the SSBNs and the Soviet homeland. Forces oper-
ating in these waters, therefore, would be accomplishing several important tasks

at the same time.

We believe that virtually all major surface combatants and combat aircraft avail-
able in the Northern and Pacific Fleets and some three-quarters of their attack
submarines would be initially committed to conducting “sea-control” and “sea-
denial” operations in these waters (see figures 3 and 4 and accompanying text in-

set), leaving relatively few units available for operations in areas such as the North
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FIGURE 3
Current Initial Soviet Operating Areas in the Western TVDs
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The outer edge of the initial Northern and Black Sea Fleet sea-denial areas generally conforms to the 2,000-kilometer naval defense
thresholds. These initial sea-denial areas undoubtedly would expand or contract to take into account geographic features in each
fleet area, such as the GIUK (Greenland-Iceland-United Kingdom) gap and the Strait of Sicily. Initial sea-denial operations by the Baltic
Fleet probably would be limited to the North Sea and Baltic approaches.

Atlantic and Central Pacific. Given the likelihood that many SSBNs will be with-
held from initial strikes, the requirement to protect SSBNs could tie down sub-
stantial assets for an extended period. The Soviets probably would be reluctant to
release substantial forces from this task until most missiles had been launched,
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FIGURE 4
Current Initial Soviet Operating Areas in the Pacific Ocean
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they perceived that the threat had significantly lessened, or the course of the con-

flict dictated increased emphasis on other tasks.

18. There are indications that suggest that during wartime a fleet’s assets not assigned
to deployed squadrons or “independent” operations relatively far from the Soviet
Union would operate as “mixed force” groups. We do not fully understand how
the operations of the general purpose forces, normally under fleet control, will be
meshed with those of the SSBNs, a VGK asset. The fleet commander probably
would be responsible for coordinating the operations of the separate groups. The
Soviets probably intend that this structure would result in simplified transition to
a wartime posture, improved responsiveness to rapidly developing situations, and
increased flexibility in resource allocations, particularly in the support and pro-
tection of SSBNs.
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E. Strategic Defense

19. Anti-SSBN. The Soviet Navy’s most critical defensive task is the destruction of en-

emy SSBNs before they can launch their missiles. The Soviets probably recognize,
however, that there is a wide gap between the importance of this task and the ca-
pability of their current forces to carry it out. Soviet writings acknowledge the
enormous firepower present in even a single Western SSBN, and we believe they
recognize the desirability of attacking such units during the conventional phase of
hostilities. They also probably recognize, however, that they do not now have the
capability to detect US SSBN's operating in open-ocean areas or to maintain con-

tact or trail if a chance detection occurs. The deployment of the US Trident mis-

sile system, whose greater range opens up even larger ocean areas that must be
searched, further complicates the Soviets’ task. The Soviet Navy, realizing the
magnitude of the problem and its shortcomings, probably will concentrate its
anti-SSBN efforts on choke points and the approaches to enemy SSBN bases
rather than attempting to search larger ocean areas. On occasion, surface combat-
ants, attack submarines, intelligence collectors (AGIs), and aircraft have con-
ducted joint ASW operations off the Rockall Bank, west of the US and British
SSBN bases near Holy Loch, Scotland, during major exercises. We have also seen
joint AGI-SSN operations off SSBN bases in the United States. We therefore be-

lieve that the Soviets would station intelligence collection ships, nuclear attack

submarines, and possibly even surface combatants off Western bases in the period

preceding hostilities and attempt to detect and trail SSBNs leaving port. Once
hostilities commenced, they would attack any submarine they held in contact.
Some of their best ASW submarines probably would be used in this effort, al-
though the number would be small relative to the number committed to protect
Soviet SSBNGs.

SEA-CONTROL AND SEA-DENIAL OPERATIONS

The terms “sea control” and “sea denial” are subject to a variety of inter-
pretations. Generally a state is considered to have “sea control” in an area
if it is able to sustain surface combatant and merchant ship operations
there with relative security. It is considered to exercise “sea denial” if it pre-
vents such use of the area by its opponent.

The terms “sea control” and “sea denial” are used in this Estimate to indi-
cate the type of naval effort the Soviets probably expect to conduct in vari-
ous maritime areas at the beginning of a NATO-Warsaw Pact war. Areas
labeled “sea control” are those in which the Soviets probably intend to
operate surface forces, as well as submarines and naval aircraft, for an in-
definite period. Areas labeled “sea denial” are those in which the Soviets
probably expect the major share of the combat to be conducted by sub-
marines and land-based strike aircraft. Surface ship operations in these
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waters will be either nonexistent or of a short duration at the initiation of
hostilities. The term “less intensive sea denial” is used to indicate a lower
level of effort, primarily by submarines.

The delineation of these areas is heavily influenced by the impact of geog-
raphy on Soviet naval operations. The Baltic and Black Sea Fleets are sepa-
rated from open-ocean areas by narrow straits that would be under
Western control at the beginning of hostilities. Northern Fleet units would
have to transit the GIUK gap if they wished to reach the North Atlantic.
Most of the Pacific Fleet units are in a similar situation, with only
Petropavlovsk having direct access to the open Pacific.

The Northern Fleet. A major consideration in Northern Fleet operations
is NATO control of the passages between Greenland, Iceland, the Faroes,
and the United Kingdom. Soviet wartime operations in the region of these
waters would be likely to involve primarily submarines, which would at-
tack NATO forces attempting to enter the Norwegian Sea through these
passages. Operations in this area would contribute to several tasks, includ-
ing protecting Soviet SSBNs and territory and countering Western naval
support to NATO forces in Norway. This area probably would also be a fo-
cus for antiship operations by Backfire bombers, which are much better
suited than the older Badgers to deal with the likely air defense environ-
ment in this area. Also, Backfire and other bomber attacks can be ex-
pected on ASW, early warning, and air defense facilities in the gap area.
Operations within the sea-control area are likely to involve surface ships,
submarines, and strike aircraft. Farther north the Soviets probably intend
to use geographic features such as the ice edge and Soviet islands such as
Novaya Zemlya to facilitate the operation of their forces, particularly their
SSBNs and supporting general purpose forces.

The Baltic Fleet. Operations of the Baltic Fleet in wartime would be
heavily influenced by Western control of the narrow Danish straits and by
the proximity of the Baltic to major ground and air operations in Central
Europe. It is likely that the major effort of the Fleet and the East German
and Polish navies would be directed at controlling the Baltic through the
use of surface units, submarines, and a variety of aircraft, including naval
fighter-bombers. The Pact would also attempt to deny NATO the use of
the North Sea as an operating area for aircraft carriers and a transit area
for amphibious groups and logistic units. The principal weapon in such op-
erations probably would be medium bombers, although they would have
to overfly NATO territory to reach their targets. Because of its narrow
straits and shallow waters, the Baltic is a particularly good area for the em-
ployment of mines.

The Black Sea Fleet. The Soviets and their Romanian and Bulgarian allies
would employ surface, submarine, and air assets in sea-control operations
within the Black Sea. Sea-denial operations by the Soviets in the eastern
Mediterranean could involve prehostilities reinforcement of their Mediter-
ranean Squadron. Unless the Pact actually controlled the Turkish straits,
however, Soviet attempts to continue sea-denial operations in the eastern
Mediterranean would be hampered by the difficulty of reinforcing the
Mediterranean Squadron with additional surface ships and submarines
once hostilities had begun. Air operations in the Mediterranean would
also be constrained by the need for aircraft based in Pact territory to pene-
trate Western air defenses. Although significant numbers of Soviet surface
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units would be involved in initial operations in the Mediterranean, the So-
viets probably do not expect these would survive more than a few days.
The brunt of the subsequent sea denial effort would be carried by subma-
rines and aircraft.

The Pacific Fleet. Soviet control of the Sea of Japan and the Sea of
Okhotsk would depend on sealing off several narrow waterways, ranging
from the Korea Strait in the south to the Kuril Strait at the tip of the
Kamchatka Peninsula. Sea control operations would also be conducted
east of the Kamchatka Peninsula to protect the approaches to
Petropavlovsk, the only major Soviet naval base with direct access to the
open ocean. Sea denial operations would also be conducted in the Yellow
Sea and the northwestern Pacific. The outer edge of the sea-denial area is
less easily defined than in other fleet areas because such efforts cannot be
focused on narrow waterways through which Western units must pass.

20. Anticarrier. The Soviets continue to have great respect for the aircraft carrier’s im-

21.

22.

portance in US naval strategy. They regard the aircraft carriers not only as the
backbone of American general purpose naval forces, but also an important nu-
clear reserve force that could play a significant role in determining the outcome of
the final phases of hostilities. Writings and exercise activity indicate that the Sovi-
ets expect US carrier battle groups to undertake vigorous offensive actions in the
maritime approaches to the USSR. They believe that carrier battle groups would
attempt to use the Norwegian, the North, and the eastern Mediterranean seas and
the northwestern Pacific Ocean to attack Warsaw Pact territory, deployed naval
forces including SSBNs and their supporting forces, and Pact ground force opera-
tions. Destruction of aircraft carriers, therefore, is a critical element of several im-

portant Soviet naval tasks.

Cruise missile submarines and strike aircraft carrying air-to-surface missiles
(ASMs) are the Soviets’ primary anticarrier weapons. In addition to more than 300
naval Backfire (see inset, p. 128, and figure 5) and Badger strike aircraft, some ele-
ments of the Soviet Air Force (SAF) and Air Armies of the VGK (AAVGK) are also
assigned maritime strike tasks (see figure 6). AAVGK Bear B/C aircraft have been in-
volved in simulated strike missions against naval targets during recent Northern
and Pacific Fleet exercises. One Bear squadron has been modified to carry the AS-4
ASM—the same missile carried by the Backfire. We believe that all of the 65 to 70
AAVGK Bear B/Cs will be modified for this capability by the mid-1980s. SAF

Badgers and Blinders have also been involved in antiship exercises.

In wartime, these forces would attack carrier battle groups crossing fleet defensive
thresholds, generally some 2,000 kilometers from Soviet territory. Antiship-missile-
equipped surface combatants would also be used in areas where they are in prox-
imity to US carrier battle groups at the outset of hostilities or as carrier battle

groups approach Soviet sea-control areas. Soviet doctrine emphasizes
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FIGURE 5
TU-22M Backfire Bomber with AS-4 Antiship Missile

preemptive or “first salvo” strikes against carriers before they can launch air
strikes. The Soviets would attempt to use tactical surprise and coordinated multi-

ple missile strikes on different threat axes to overwhelm battle group defenses.

F. Support for Land Theaters of Military Operations (TVDs)

23. Although the Soviet Navy has acquired increasingly important strategic offensive
and defensive tasks, support for combined-arms operations in the continental
TVDs remains a major responsibility of the Baltic and Black Sea Fleets and a sec-
ondary responsibility of the Northern and Pacific Fleets. In wartime, the Baltic
and Black Sea Fleets would join with navies of other Warsaw Pact nations to form
the Combined Baltic and Combined Black Sea Fleets, respectively. The broad ob-
jectives of these combined fleets would be to gain control of the Baltic and Black
seas and to help secure access to the North and Mediterranean seas. In the Baltic,
initial naval operations would focus on destruction of NATO submarines, missile-
armed patrol combatants, and naval aviation forces. Western carrier battle groups
would become primary targets as they moved into the North Sea. Amphibious
landings in support of ground and airborne attacks on West Germany and Den-
mark also are likely. In the Black Sea, initial naval operations would focus on sup-
porting the movement of ground forces along the western littoral and assisting in
seizing the Turkish straits. Romanian and Bulgarian naval forces would be pri-
marily responsible for patrol duties along their own coasts. The Soviet Black Sea
Fleet would assist Mediterranean Squadron operations against Western carrier
battle groups and amphibious forces. The Northern Fleet would also conduct am-
phibious operations in support of ground forces operations against northern
Norway. The wartime role of the Pacific Fleet’s amphibious forces is less well
understood. These forces could be used for the seizure of key straits such as La

Perouse or could be retained to defend Soviet coastal regions.
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THE BACKFIRE

The introduction of the Backfire bomber in 1974 into the navy significantly
improved Soviet strike capability against NATO surface forces. Because of
the modern, higher speed air-to-surface missile it carries, its variable flight
profiles, its maneuverability, and its high-speed capabilities and electronic
countermeasures (ECM) equipment, the Backfire has a greater probability
of penetrating or avoiding NATO naval air defenses and attacking targets
in the open ocean than does the Badger. Some 90 aircraft are in service
with Soviet Naval Aviation (SNA), and additional aircraft are being intro-
duced at the rate of about 15 per year. SNA Backfires are currently orga-
nized into four complete regiments (two in the Baltic Fleet, one in the
Black Sea, and one in the Pacific). A fifth regiment is being formed in the
Pacific Fleet. For wartime operations the Soviets probably would deploy
aircraft from their peacetime locations to those areas from which they
could best operate against Western surface units, especially US carrier bat-
tle groups. The Soviets often deploy Backfires from one fleet area to an-
other for exercises; in particular, Baltic Fleet aircraft annually deploy to
Northern Fleet bases.

Although the Backfire is capable of carrying a variety of ordnance—includ-
ing bombs and mines—its principal antiship weapon is the AS-4 missile.
The AS-4 can be armed with either a conventional or nuclear warhead, has
a speed of Mach 3 plus, and has a maximum range of some 400 kilome-
ters. In wartime each SNA Backfire probably would carry one or two of
these missiles. To concentrate their firepower, the Soviets probably would
attack carrier battle groups with at least one regiment (20 aircraft) and
preferably two. Although Backfire operations over ocean areas have been
rare, the aircraft has participated in some antiship exercises against Soviet
units. In September 1982 the first use of the Backfire in a simulated strike
against a US carrier battle group occurred when Pacific Fleet units oper-
ated against two US carriers east of the Kuril Islands.

The Soviets undoubtedly view the Backfire as a vital part of their strategic
defense forces to keep Western carrier battle groups from striking important
targets within the Soviet landmass. The Backfire will continue to be an essen-
tial feature of Soviet antisurface capabilities in areas such as the Norwegian,
Mediterranean, and Arabian seas and the northwest Pacific Ocean.

G. Interdiction of Sea Lines of Communication (SLOCs)

24. The Soviets view SLOC interdiction as a less urgent task than providing combat
stability for their SSBNs and defeating the West’s nuclear-capable naval strike
forces. They believe that Warsaw Pact forces would defeat the main grouping of
NATO forces in Central Europe or the war would escalate to theater nuclear con-
flict before NATO’s seaborne reinforcement and resupply of Europe or US forces
in the Far East became a critical factor. Only a few forces—primarily diesel sub-
marines—would therefore be allocated to open-ocean SLOC interdiction from
the outset of hostilities. The Soviets probably plan to use such units for attacks on
shipping primarily to disperse and tie down NATO naval forces and to reduce the
efficiency of NATO military shipping. Some mining against European ports,
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primarily by aircraft, also is likely. Such actions probably would be intended to
complicate NATO naval operations and facilitate performance of the Pact’s more
critical initial tasks. The Soviets could increase their emphasis on SLOC interdic-
tion before or during a war with the United States and its allies in response to
their perception of a changing strategic situation. One circumstance that would
motivate the Soviets to widen their emphasis on SLOC interdiction would be the
lengthening of a war into a protracted conventional conflict. Another circum-
stance might be a conflict that began after a prolonged period of mobilization
during which NATO began the reinforcement and resupply of Europe by sea. In
such a case, the Soviets might see interdiction as an urgent task at the beginning
of hostilities, but an increased interdiction effort would be at the expense of SSBN

protection and the defense of the Soviet homeland.

H. Naval Diplomacy in Peacetime and Limited War

25. In addition to its wartime tasks, the Soviet Navy is assigned the important peace-
time role of serving as an instrument of state policy or, in more traditional terms,
conducting naval diplomacy. Today, Soviet naval forces maintain a continuous
presence in the Mediterranean Sea, the Indian Ocean, the Atlantic off West Africa,
and the South China Sea. They also conduct deployments to the Caribbean (see
figure 7). Although the level of presence has fluctuated within and between geo-
graphic areas (growing in the Indian Ocean and Pacific and declining in the Med-
iterranean), the overall level of Soviet surface ship and submarine presence in
distant areas has remained relatively stable since 1974. Operations by Soviet naval
aircraft have increased considerably since 1979 (see figure 8). The out-of-area op-
erations of the navy continue to reflect the Soviets’ interest in strengthening their
position in the Third World (especially in areas of potential Western vulnerabil-
ity), balancing Western presence, and countering potential strategic threats. Al-
though strategic military concerns remain prominent in Soviet distant
operations, particularly in the Mediterranean, the navy is performing increasingly
important tasks related to the projection of Soviet power and influence in the
Third World.

26. In addition to routine show-the-flag deployments and port visits, Soviet naval
forces have demonstrated support for friendly nations and sought to inhibit the
use of hostile naval forces against Soviet allies. During recent Third World crises,
the Soviets have augmented their naval presence in the areas of conflict: the An-
golan civil war in 1975; the Ethiopian-Somali conflict in 1977-1978, the Sino-
Vietnamese conflict in 1979; and the Iranian hostage crisis in 1979-1980. Such

use of Soviet naval forces is likely to continue in future distant-area crises. We do
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FIGURE 6
Selected Soviet ASM-Carrying Strike Aircraft

Deployment Fuselage Maximum Speed
Length at Optimum
(meters) Altitude (knots)
TU-22M Backfire CIA Assessment Naval Aviation 39 1,050
and VGK Air
Armies
DIA/Army/Air Naval Aviation 39 1,150
Force Assessment and VGK Air
Armies
TU-16 Badger C Naval Aviation 37 535
C (Modified) Naval Aviation 37 510
G Naval Aviation 35 510
and VGK Air
Armies
TU-95 Bear ; B/C VGK Air Armies 43.9 500
TU-22 Blinder B VGK Air Armies 39 790

—&

a. These radii are achievable only under optimum conditions and they would be unrealistic in most wartime situations. They allow for
only a minimum fuel reserve, and they do not allow for such variables as loitering, high-speed flight, indirect routing, low-altitude
flight, or combat maneuvering. Allowances for such variables reduce combat radius, usually substantially. Realistic maximum radii for
theater missions under wartime conditions probably would be some 30 to 50 percent lower.

b. Assumes that aircraft are refueled by a Bison A tanker at the optimum point for maximum distance.

. Backfires technically could carry three AS-4s. With three missiles, however, Backfire performance—including range—would be
substantially degraded, and we do not consider such a payload likely in wartime.

not believe, however, that the Soviets would deploy major naval forces in response
to a Third World crisis in an area other than the Mediterranean and possibly the
Indian Ocean, if they judged the crisis involved a high risk of escalation to general
war with the West. The Soviets would probably fear that, if war broke out, such
forces would be out of position to perform the initial wartime tasks of protecting
SSBNs and the sea approaches to the USSR.
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Selected Soviet ASM-Carrying Strike Aircraft

Normal
Payload

Maximum Unrefueled
Radius (nm) @

Maximum Radius
With Prestrike

Refueling (nm) @ b

1 AS-4 or 2 AS-4s or
bombs or mines ©

1,825-2,150 with bombs d
1,750-2,075 with 1 AS-4 9
1,400-1,650 with 2 AS-4s d

2,825-3,200 with bombs d
2,700-3,100 with 1 AS-4 d
2,500-2,800 with 2 AS-4s d

1 AS-4 or 2 AS-4s or
bombs or mines

2,900 with bombs €
2,800 with 1 AS-4 €
2,550 with 2 AS-4s €

4,000 with bombs €
3,850 with 1 AS-4 €
3,650 with 2 AS-4s €

1 AS-2

1,540

2,150

2 AS-6sf

1,170

1,780

2 AS-5s or 2 AS-6s or
bombs or mines

1,220 with 2 AS-5s

1,850 with 2 AS-5s

1 AS-3 or 2 AS-4s

3,950

5,050

1AS-4

1,370

2,460

d. The longer radius values in the assessment of the Backfire by the Central Intelligence Agency are based on an assumed aerody-
namic design which is optimized for subsonic performance, while the shorter radius values are based on an assumed compromised
design. CIA has considered both designs because they represent reasonable upper and lower bounds of the Backfire’s subsonic cruise

efficiency. [TEXT DELETED]
e. [DELETED]

f. Probably more that 80 percent of the Badger Cs have been modified to carry two AS-6s. The Badger C (Modified), however, retains
the capability to carry a single AS-2, and it may carry AS-5s in place of the AS-6s.

27. Power Projection. Although Soviet amphibious forces were developed to conduct

assault landings on the maritime flanks of the USSR in support of ground theater

operations, they could undertake assault operations against limited opposition in

many areas of the Third World. The amphibious exercises conducted on Socotra

Island in May 1980 and in cooperation with the Syrians in July 1981 demonstrate

an interest in and a modest capability for distant-area projection. The Soviet Navy
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FIGURE 7
Soviet Ship-Days in Distant Waters, by Region, 1974-81
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a. West African ship-days are not available for 1974-1975 and are included in Atlantic Ocean data.
has never conducted large-scale amphibious landings away from the periphery of
the USSR. Exercise ZAPAD-81 in the Baltic, however, included a large-scale am-
phibious exercise that for the first time used ships drawn from all four Soviet
fleets. Units involved included the aircraft carrier Kiev, the helicopter carrier Le-
ningrad, and the amphibious assault ship Ivan Rogov. We believe one of the pur-
poses of this unusual gathering of forces was to test planning concepts for
amphibious operations in distant areas. It is still doubtful that a Soviet amphibi-
ous task force could carry out a successful landing abroad against substantial op-

position, in large part because of the lack of adequate tactical air support, either
land or sea-based.

I. Trends in Naval Programs

28. The Navy’s share of the growing Soviet defense budget has remained basically un-
changed in recent years—about 20 percent. Much of this share has been devoted
to ship construction programs, including a variety of surface platforms ranging
from small patrol craft to large cruisers. The lion’s share of the construction bud-

get, however, continues to be devoted to submarines (see figures 9-11).
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FIGURE 8

Overseas Deployment of Soviet Naval Aviation, 1976-81
- TU-16 Badger, Syria B Tu-142 Bear F, Vietnam
- 1L-38 May, Syria l:l TU-95 Bear D, Vietnam
B 1135 May, Libya [ Tu-95 Bear D, Angola
I 1138 May, Ethiopia I 195 Bear D, Cuba

29.

30.
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5,000 Days out of area

4,000

3,000

[=—=1
1976 77 78 il 80

81

The most notable trend over the decade has been an evolution toward what Ad-
miral Gorshkov calls a “balanced fleet”—that is, a navy capable of fighting at both
the nuclear and conventional levels as well as protecting state interests in peace-
time. As late as the mid-1970s, the Soviet Navy could be described as a fleet with
capabilities maximized for a short, intense war that rapidly escalates to the use of
nuclear weapons. The small weapons loads and limited endurance of most surface
combatants severely limited the Soviet Navy’s ability for sustained combat. In the
1970s, however, new classes of generally larger, more sophisticated ships incorpo-
rating greater endurance, larger weapon loads, and extensive communication and
electronic warfare systems began to enter service, resulting in enhanced capabili-

ties for sustained conventional combat and distant-area deployments.

SSBNs. Beginning in the mid-1960s and continuing through the late 1970s, the
Soviets allocated considerable resources to the construction of SSBNs. During
this period, the construction rate of Y and D-class SSBN's averaged about five
per year and accounted for more than half of Soviet nuclear submarine con-
struction. Although construction rates have tapered off and SSBN force levels
have stabilized to accommodate the level agreed to in the SALT I Protocol of 62

units and 950 launch tubes, the SSBN force still receives significant emphasis, as
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FIGURE 9
Soviet Naval Spending

Percent

Allocation of Naval Procurement, ) Shares of Soviet Defense Costs, by Servicc_, -1-965_—82
by Platform, 1974-82

S5BNs 31.2 — Air Defense
Amphibious ships 1.6 ————
Aircraft carriers 2.1 T
Carrier aireralt 2.3 Navy
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Minor surface @ Ministry Level
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a. These graphics are based on estimated Soviet defense costs in rubles prepared by the Econometric Division of CIA's Office of Soviet
Analysis, using the methodology customarily employed in calculating the costs of Soviet defense activities.

evidenced by the continued construction of the D-III and the new Typhoon-class

(see figure 12).

31. The D-class series (the D-III being the latest modification) is basically an exten-
sion of Y-class SSBN technology. Fourteen D-IIIs have entered the fleet, and an
additional two to three are expected. The Typhoon, on the other hand, is the
USSR’s first entirely new SSBN design since the Y-class was introduced in 1966. It
is probably somewhat quieter than earlier SSBNs and incorporates features that
indicate an intention to conduct underice operations, including surfaced launches
from within the ice pack. The Typhoon is designed to carry 20 SS-NX-20 SLBMs.
The SS-NX-20 is a three-stage, solid-propellant missile with multiple indepen-
dently targetable reentry vehicles (MIRVs) [TEXT DELETED] that will probably
give it improved accuracy over other Soviet SLBMs. The first Typhoon is on sea
trials and probably will achieve initial operational capability (IOC) when its mis-
sile finishes its test program, probably in 1983, but certainly by 1984. The second
Typhoon was launched in September 1982, and another two or three units are un-

der construction. As many as 12 units could be operational by the early 1990s.

32. To maintain the number of launch tubes permitted under the terms of the SALT
Interim Agreement, as new SSBNs have begun sea trials, the Soviets have disman-
tled nine Y-I-class SSBNs by removing the entire missile compartment. One
unit has been reconfigured by the insertion of a new midsection, and another is
undergoing probable conversion/modification. There is insufficient evidence at
this time to indicate the purpose of this conversion/modification or the plans

for the other Ys. Reconfiguration of some as SSNs is one option; conversion as
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FIGURE 10
. . . . a
Major Soviet Surface Combatants in Production
Major Propulsion Full-Load Year Units in
Armament Displacement Operational Operation
(metric tons)
Kiev Class 26-30 ASW helicopters Steam 37,000 1976 3
Aircraft Carrier and VSTOL fighters
SS-N-12 antiship
cruise missile
SA-N-3, SA-N-4 SAMs
SUW-N-1 ASW rocket
(Unit 4 extensively
modified; new SAMs,
radar)
Kirov Class SS-N-14 ASW missile Combined About 28,000 1980 1
Guided-missile cruiser SA-N-6 SAM nuclear and
SS-N-19 antiship steam
cruise missile
4 helicopters
(Unit 2 extensively
modified)
Sovremennyy Class SA-NX-7 SAM Steam About 8,000 1981 2
Guided-missile destroyer 130-mm guns
SS-NX-22 antiship missile
! e 1 helicopter
Udaloy Class SS-N-14 Gas turbine About 8,000 1981 2
Guided-missile destroyer Possible SAM
2 ASW helicopters
1 %
. AR
BLK-COM-1 SS-N-12 Gas turbine About 12,500 1982 1
Guided-missile cruiser SA-N-4
SA-N-6
E E: 130-mm guns
Krivak Class SA-N-4 Gas turbine 3,900 1970 32
Guided-missile frigate SS-N-14

na%

a. Major surface combatants of more than 3,000 metric tons displacement.

sea-launched cruise missile (SLCM) carriers is another. Additional Ys will be

dismantled if the Soviets decide to continue adherence to the SALT I accords.

33. Attack Submarines. The Soviets are currently producing two classes of SSNs, the
V-III and the A-class. The V-III, an extensive modification of the earlier V-I/II de-
sign, first became operational in 1979. It may become the first Soviet submarine

class with a towed passive sonar array, greatly increasing its passive detection

range over that of existing hull-mounted sonar arrays. V-III construction may

continue through 1984 for a total of as many as 18 units.

34. The A-class SSN is the world’s fastest submarine and probably the deepest diving
[TEXT DELETED]. The first unit was launched in early 1969 in Leningrad but

was subsequently dismantled because of initial technical difficulties. By mid-1982,

six units had become operational in the Soviet Northern Fleet. In addition to the
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FIGURE 11
Soviet Submarines in Production

Armament Propulsion Submerged Year Units in
Displacement Operational Operation
(metric tons)
D-lll Class SSBN 16 S5-N-18s Nuclear 13,250 1978 14
Typhoon Class SSBN 20 SS-NX-20s Nuclear 27,000-29,000 1983 or 0?
1984
e
D —~
0 Class SSGN Torpedoes Nuclear 12,000-14,000 1981 1
SS-N-19 antiship
cruise missile
V-IIl Class SSN Torpedoes Nuclear 6,250 1979 13
Probable SS-NX-16
ASW missile
= f%“ Possible SS-NX-21
SLCM
A Class SSN Torpedoes Nuclear 3,680 1978 6
ASW missile
Iy A =
New Class of SSN Torpedoes Nuclear Est. 7,000 1984 0
Probable ASW missile
No drawing available Possible SS-NX-21
SLCM
Tango Class SS Torpedoes Diesel 3,900 1973 17
Probable ASW
missile®
K Class SS Torpedoes Diesel 3,000 1981 2

.

a. Typhoon unit 1 has joined the fleet, but its missile probably will not be operational until 1983, certainly by 1984.

b. The Deputy Director for Intelligence, Central Intelligence Agency, believes the Tango SS is not equipped with ASW missiles. These
submarines have been operational since 1973, and in these nine years there has been no evidence to suggest that Tango submarines
are equipped with such missiles. These submarines have been observed in ASW exercises and weapon firings on numerous occasions,

and they have never used ASW missiles.

use of titanium alloy for A-class pressure hulls, an improved reactor and im-

proved propulsion system have been installed. The energy required to drive the A

at a speed of 42 to 43 knots suggests a machinery power density on the order of

twice that of earlier Soviet SSN designs. A-class production is continuing at two

shipyards, and a total of 10 or 11 units is expected.

35. A submarine under construction at the United Admiralty Shipyard in Leningrad
is estimated to be the lead unit of a new SSN class that could reach IOC in 1984.

This new submarine probably represents a production follow-on to the present

V-class SSN series; it is likely to have a steel hull and a submerged displacement

greater than that of the V-III.
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FIGURE 12
Typhoon SSBN Firing SS-NX-20 SLBM

36. Series production of the Tango SS and introduction of the new K-class SS are in-
dicative of the Soviets’ intention to retain diesel-powered submarines while phas-
ing out the W and Z-classes of the 1950s. The Tango (18 produced to date) is the
largest new-construction class of Soviet diesel-electric-powered attack submarine
and is a production follow-on to the F-class SS. Tango has approximately 70 per-
cent more pressure hull volume than the F-class, permitting increased submerged
endurance and improved sensors and weapons. The first K-class was launched in
1980 and became operational in 1981. At 3,000 tons’ submerged displacement, the
K is 20 percent larger than the F, but considerably smaller than the Tango. We es-
timate the K-class SS will fill Soviet requirements for a medium-range diesel sub-

marine replacing the W and R-classes and may also be produced for export.

37. SSGNs. In April 1980, the Soviets launched a new nuclear-powered cruise missile
submarine (SSGN), the O-class (see figure 13), that is twice as large as any of their
previous SSGNs. It has 24 missile launchers (three times the number carried by
the E-II or C-class) for the SS-N-19, a new antiship supersonic cruise missile with
a range of about 270 to 300 nautical miles (500 to 550 kilometers). The O-class is
quieter than earlier Soviet SSN/SSGNs. A total of 10 units is expected to be com-
pleted by the mid-1990s.

38. Principal Surface Combatants. The Soviets currently have active building pro-
grams for at least seven classes of major surface combatants. The fourth and
probably last unit of the Kiev-class aircraft carrier is in the final stage of construc-
tion. It differs significantly from earlier units of the class in the improved arma-
ment and early warning radar suits to be installed. The second and probably last

unit of the Kirov-class guided-missile cruiser is also fitting out. Unlike the first
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FIGURE 13
O-Class SSGN Launching SS-N-19s

e

unit, it is equipped with an as-yet-unidentified vertically launched weapon sys-
tem, probably a surface-to-air missile (SAM). Three units of the BLK-COM-1

guided-missile cruiser are under construction. Like the Kirov and Kiev classes, the

BLK-COM-1 ships are multipurpose platforms armed with a mix of antisub-
marine, antiship, and air defense weapons. Two classes of guided-missile de-
stroyer, the Sovremennyy and the Udaloy, are also in series production. The
Sovremennyy is best suited for antisurface warfare. It is equipped with the
SS-NX-22, a high-performance antiship cruise missile nearing the end of its test
program, the SA-NX-7 SAM system, and a new 130-mm gun possibly capable of
firing guided munitions (see photograph on figure 14). The Udaloy is best suited
for antisubmarine warfare using its SS-N-14 missiles and two Helix helicopters.
Production of BLK-COM-1, Sovremennyy, and Udaloy ships will probably con-
tinue through the decade. Construction of the Krivak-class guided-missile frigate

and the Grisha-class light frigate is drawing to a close.

39. Amphibious Forces. Amphibious forces in the Soviet Navy have a lower priority
than the submarine, air, and surface combatant programs. Nevertheless, the Sovi-
ets continue to make gradual improvements in these forces. Construction of the
Ivan Rogov class, the Soviets’ largest amphibious ship, proceeded at a very slow
pace and probably ended after the recently launched second unit. The Ivan Rogov
has several unique features, however, that may indicate the direction of future im-
provements in Soviet amphibious capabilities. These include the ability to carry
helicopters and air-cushion vehicle landing craft. The Soviets have an active pro-
gram for the development and production of air-cushion vehicles. Construction
of Ropucha-class amphibious ships for Soviet use has resumed in Poland. In addi-
tion, the two KASP B wing-in-ground vehicles being developed in the Caspian Sea
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FIGURE 14
Major Soviet Surface Combatants

Kirov CGN

are probably naval subordinated. While such units could have a wide range of
maritime applications because of their high speed and load capabilities, use in
amphibious warfare is among the more likely intended missions. A development
in recent years has been the use of commercial roll-on/roll-off (Ro-Ro) cargo
ships during amphibious exercises. There has also been a reorganization in the
Soviet Naval Infantry (SNI), primarily to improve firepower, which has resulted in
a moderate increase in personnel strength and the upgrading of the three western
fleets’ SNI regiments into brigades. The Soviet Navy does not have enough am-

phibious ships to lift all of the SNI. If, however, amphibious ships were combined
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FIGURE 14 (CONTINUED)
Major Soviet Surface Combatants
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with merchant Ro-Ro’s and barge carriers, all of the naval infantry and nearly
three motorized rifle divisions could theoretically be carried. Some ground force
units routinely train either for amphibious assault landings or, more usually, as

follow-up forces.

40. Replenishment Ships. Construction of logistic support ships is sporadic and also
has a lower priority than that of surface combatants and submarines. The most
important unit built in recent years is the Berezina, a 40,000-ton multipurpose re-
plenishment ship, completed in 1977. No further units of this class have been

built, nor are any other underway replenishment ships known to be under
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FIGURE 15
Tarantul Patrol Combatant

41.

construction. The number of logistic support ships capable of transferring strate-
gic and tactical missiles to combatants remains small. The generally low priority
accorded replenishment ships probably is linked with several aspects of Soviet na-
val practice and doctrine, including a heavy reliance on merchant tankers to sup-
port naval operations, the intention to operate many naval units relatively close to
Soviet territory, and a belief that the war is unlikely to be so prolonged that re-
plenishment at sea would affect its outcome. The Soviets probably also prefer to
improve the sustainability of their naval combatants by changes in the units
themselves rather than by emphasizing the construction of auxiliary vessels. Thus
new-construction surface combatants such as the Kirov and BLK-COM-1 include

features such as nuclear power (Kirov) and larger missile loads.

Small Combatants and Mine Warfare Units. The Soviets continue to regard small
surface combatants and mine warfare units as important elements of their navy.
These units are particularly useful in the confined waters of the Baltic and Black
seas, but they are also assigned important roles in the echeloned defense of Soviet
territory and SSBN operating areas in the Northern and Pacific Fleet areas. Small
surface combatants now in series production include the Nanuchka, Matka, and
Tarantul (see figure 15) guided-missile patrol combatants, equipped primarily for
antiship operations, and the Pauk and Muravey boats, whose major role is ASW.
Mine warfare units in production include the Natya and Sonya-class minesweep-
ers, and the Soviets are also continuing to develop a helicopter mine countermea-

sures capability. A large number of naval units are also capable of minelaying.

42. Naval Aviation. The most significant recent development was the beginning in 1977

of construction of a catapult and arresting gear test facility at the Saki naval base in
the Crimea. This project probably will be completed in 1983, with the first aircraft

launches occurring in mid-1984. It is a major indicator of Soviet intentions to
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FIGURE 16
Comparison of Selected US and Soviet Carrier Flight Deck Configurations
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construct an aircraft carrier capable of operating conventional takeoff and landing
(CTOL) high-performance aircraft (see figure 16). Construction of such a ship
may soon begin at Nikolayev on the Black Sea. Another facility at Saki, begun in
1979, has recently been identified as an aircraft ski jump. A ski jump, such as that
on the British carrier Hermes, is used to increase the payload and/or combat ra-
dius of vertical/short takeoff and landing (VSTOL) aircraft. The ski jump facility
may be related to the development of an improved VSTOL aircraft, primarily for

use on Kiev-class aircraft carriers.

43. The Soviets are also continuing the gradual introduction of Backfire medium
bombers and Bear F long-range ASW aircraft into their land-based naval aviation.
Forger fighter-bombers are being built for service on Kiev-class ships, and deploy-
ment of a new shipborne helicopter, the Helix, has begun (see figure 17). Al-
though most of the Helix helicopters probably will be used for ASW, some will be
configured to provide targeting data for antiship missiles, and others will be am-

phibious assault and transport versions.

J. Command, Control, and Communications

44. The Soviet Navy, subject to the same centralization of authority that characterizes
most Soviet military operations, depends on a smoothly functioning command,
control, and communications system. The Soviets nonetheless recognize the po-

tential weakness in such a highly centralized system. Consequently, Soviet naval
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FIGURE 17
Selected Soviet Shipborne Aircraft
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commanders of general purpose forces at the fleet and group levels probably en-
joy some greater latitude in tactical command and control to accomplish their
warfare tasks. Naval forces are integrated into a theater concept, but the control of
strategic elements of the navy remains centralized. Soviet doctrine stresses the
need for reliable, flexible, redundant, and survivable control of naval forces. Thus,
the Soviet Navy’s command, control, and communications structure includes fea-
tures such as the hardening of command posts and communications facilities and
the use of mobile command posts and communications units. Recent efforts to

further improve this structure have included:

* The continued construction of bunkered command posts at echelons ranging
from the Main Naval Staff to flotillas.

 The availability of large numbers of communications vans at the national and fleet

levels to augment communications and support field-deployed command posts.

* Equipping major naval ships with communications capabilities that provide for

flexible seaborne command and control.
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* The modification of submarines for communications relay. Three former
G-class ballistic missile submarines (SSBs) [TEXT DELETED] have been
modified for such use. Further, we believe that the Soviets are interested in

development of submarine command posts.

* The development of probable airborne naval command posts. The first such
platform, a modified IL-22 Coot, was identified in 1978.

* Testing of a modified TU-142 Bear F as an airborne maritime communications

relay platform.

* Development and use of new and sophisticated communications that offer

increased efficiency, reliability, and security.

» Increased use of automation to improve the efficiency of command and

control.

45. One major problem area in the command, control, and communications system is
the lack of continuous communications with deployed submarines, especially
SSBNs. To deal with this problem, the Soviets are probably developing an ELF sys-
tem that will act as an ideal altering system enabling Soviet submarines to remain

at safer patrol depths during a crisis.

46. Automated Battle Management. Soviet doctrine stresses the commander’s respon-
sibility to achieve the maximum possible combat effectiveness from his limited re-
sources. Soviet naval commanders at all echelons are expected to achieve this by
the detailed management of forces in battle. For this battle management, the So-
viet Navy seems to be relying increasingly on computer-aided mathematical com-
bat models as decision aids. Such models were probably first used at the Moscow
level during the OKEAN-70 exercise. By 1978, they were in use at lower echelon,
short-based command posts, and their cautious introduction into operational use
at sea was probably beginning. Potentially, they offer significant improvement in
the quality and timeliness of naval command and control, although there are nu-
merous practical problems in their implementation. The future availability of
small, high-speed large-memory computers and of sophisticated computer com-

munications networks is likely to alleviate some of these problems.

K. Soviet Ocean Surveillance

47. The Soviet ocean surveillance system (SOSS) is designed to provide information on
the location, identity, and movements of foreign naval forces, especially those pos-
ing a threat to the Soviet homeland or forces. The most important elements in the
system are land-based SIGINT stations, space-based ELINT and radar satellites,
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AGls, and reconnaissance aircraft. Ships of the merchant and fishing fleets can
also be tasked to conduct surveillance. Among the recent improvements in the

system are:
* The addition of land-based SIGINT stations in Vietnam and South Yemen.

* The construction of the Soviet Navy’s largest and most capable AGI, the

Balzam. Two units of this class are in service, and a third is being built.

* An increase in the number of naval units capable of receiving targeting data

directly from satellites.

* Growing access to and use of foreign facilities—in Cuba, Angola, Ethiopia,
South Yemen, Vietnam and Libya—for Soviet naval air reconnaissance

operations.

Such improvements have reinforced the major strength of the SOSS, its ability to
detect and identify surface ships, especially aircraft carriers, operating in or ap-
proaching waters from which they could strike the Soviet Union. Its value against
surface ships can still be reduced by Western cover and deception techniques such
as emission control (EMCON) against SIGINT collection. Radar satellites are also
limited by weather and by the difficulty of identifying contacts. The major weak-
ness of the SOSS, however, remains its lack of any significant capability to detect
deployed submarines, especially in open-ocean areas such as the central Atlantic

and Pacific.

L. Radio-Electronic Combat

48. The operations of Soviet naval forces and the design of their electronic equipment
are deeply influenced by the Soviet concept of radio-electronic combat (REC).
This concept emphasizes the importance of both denying the enemy the use of his
electronic systems and of protecting Soviet systems from disruption. The REC
concept applies equally to sensors and to command, control, and communica-
tions systems. This concept has broader application than the Western notion of

electronic warfare (EW) and includes widespread, integrated use of:
+ Attacks on enemy electronic emitters.

* EMCON.

* Surprise.

e Multisensor integration.

* Redundancy of command, control, and communications.

+ Active electronic countermeasures (jamming).
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* Passive electronic countermeasures (chaff).
» Deception, to include decoys.

The prime focus of this concept is to ensure that Soviet forces can operate more
effectively than their opponents in a common EW environment. Ideally this
would be accomplished by ensuring the reliability of Soviet command, control,
and communications systems exposed to hostile EW through jam proofing and
redundancy of the Soviets’ own equipment, together with offensive EW and co-
vert tactics to degrade enemy electronic systems. Although the Soviets have en-
countered problems with both REC equipment and training, they regard REC as a
fundamental principle of modern electronically dependent warfare and vital to

the success of naval operations.

Factors Bearing on the Future of the Soviet Navy

A. Political and Economic Changes

49.

50.

As Soviet leaders formulate their naval plans for the period of the late 1980s and
1990s, they face major political and economic uncertainties. They view the fluid
international situation as requiring a strong naval posture, both to protect estab-
lished Soviet interests and to exploit situations in which the use of naval forces
can increase Soviet influence. Soviet perceptions of Western and Chinese naval
improvements and of opportunities for the use of naval forces in the Third World
are likely to be among the arguments for continued qualitative improvement in
Soviet maritime power. On the other hand, problems in the Soviet economy prob-
ably will increase the opportunity costs associated with defense. To maintain even
a modest rate of economic growth the Soviets must allocate more resources to
capital investment and improve labor productivity. The competing demands for
economic resources could be reflected in domestic political tension, particularly

during a period of leadership transition.

International Environment. The Soviets view the international arena as a shifting
combination of threats and opportunities likely to last indefinitely. They will con-
tinue to be concerned about the prospect that the United States will augment its
defense efforts, including major improvements in both strategic and general pur-
pose naval forces. They probably do not anticipate any substantial improvement
in relations with China and believe that instability is likely to persist in border
areas such as Iran and Poland. They probably will continue to view the Third World
as fertile ground for the expansion of Soviet influence and will align themselves

selectively with states and insurgent movements in that area. On the whole, the
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Soviets’ expectations regarding international developments probably will support
their traditional belief in the value of military power as a cornerstone of foreign
policy. Such expectations probably will favor the continued development of Soviet
naval power, for both its nuclear and conventional wartime value and for its
peacetime role in promoting the image of the Soviet Union as a global power and

projecting power and influence in distant areas.

Economic Environment. Soviet leaders in the late 1980s and 1990s will probably be
operating in an environment characterized by severe economic resource con-
straints. Poor agricultural performance, a slower increase in labor productivity, a
low rate of GNP growth, labor shortages, and shortfalls in energy production will
require tougher choices among defense, investment, and consumption. If defense
spending continues to grow at its historical rate (4 percent annually since 1965),
the defense share of GNP could increase from about 14 percent to approach 20
percent by 1990. Such growth would drastically reduce the extent to which addi-
tional resources could be allocated to investment and consumption and would
also erode future increments to GNP. Such increments have been important in the
past in easing political tensions that arise from the competition for resources.
While there is insufficient evidence as yet to predict a change in the current rate
of growth in defense spending, economic pressures could result in a slower rate of
growth. While less likely, a zero growth rate or even a net reduction is possible. In
any case, within the amount allocated to defense, any competition among the ser-

vices for resource allocation would be likely to increase.

The Soviet Navy’s case for justifying its share of resource allocation is likely to in-
clude arguments based primarily on its evolving role in a NATO—Warsaw Pact
war—the need to counter a growing Western naval threat to Pact territory and
forces and to improve the Soviet Navy’s capability to strike the United States and
its allies. Naval programs will also be supported in terms of their contribution to
the USSR’s capability to defend and expand Soviet influence in the Third World
during peacetime and limited war situations, but any programs that cannot be
solidly defended as essential to the NATO-Pact scenario are likely to be more sus-

ceptible to pruning.

Domestic Political Environment. It is unlikely that Leonid Brezhnev will be in of-
fice during the period of greatest interest to this Estimate. His departure probably
will result in a struggle for power that could be reflected in defense policies. It is
not possible to predict the nature and timing of changes in military policy that
might result from changes in national leadership, particularly because Brezhnev’s

immediate successor is likely to be himself succeeded by a new generation of
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leaders in the late 1980s to early 1990s. Information is sparse concerning the atti-
tude toward defense of leading contenders in the succession. Insofar as such in-
formation exists, it suggests that they would continue to place a strong emphasis
on military spending. We have no specific information on the attitude of leading
contenders concerning naval issues. During any succession period, variations in
policy could occur. It would, however, be difficult to change basic priorities until a
new leader could consolidate power. During the jockeying for power the defense
effort probably would not be significantly redirected. Few aspirants for leadership
would risk antagonizing the military or placing themselves in a position to be ac-
cused of selling defense short. Once power is consolidated, however, severe eco-
nomic pressures could contribute to sharp changes in the direction of the Soviet
defense effort such as those that took place under [Nikita] Khrushchev.

54. During the same period of transition in the Soviet political hierarchy, there will
also be changes in the leadership of the Soviet Navy. Whoever succeeds Admiral
Gorshkov is unlikely to acquire immediately the high degree of authority that
stems from Gorshkov’s continuity as commander of the Soviet Navy since 1956.
The views of a new leader, moreover, are likely to have been affected by a different
operational background. Although any officer succeeding Gorshkov probably will
have had experience as a fleet commander and will thereby have become familiar
with all types of naval platforms and operations, it is possible that he will favor
some shifts in emphasis in Soviet naval programs and policies. It is unlikely, how-
ever, that the personalities or individual backgrounds of a new Soviet naval lead-
ership would cause major near-term changes in the strategy and programs

underlying the navy’s role in Soviet military strategy.

B. Key Issues Facing Soviet Naval Planners (1982—2000)

55. Protection and Use of the SSBN Force. The ability to conduct strategic strike opera-
tions will continue to be the single most important mission of the Soviet Navy
throughout the period of this Estimate. Although sea-launched cruise missiles
will expand the number of potential naval strategic platforms, the bulk of the So-
viet Navy’s strategic capabilities will remain in the SSBN force. We expect this
force to be further modernized and upgraded through the continued production
of Typhoon-class units and the introduction of a new class in the 1990s. By the
late 1990s, Typhoon and follow-on SSBNs will have largely replaced the Y-class

force, resulting in:

* A substantial increase in the number of sea-based strategic warheads because

the Y-class SSBN typically carries only 16 warheads while one Typhoon carries



NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATE 149

20 SS-NX-20 missiles, which could have as many as 280 warheads by the late
1980s.

* Aless vulnerable SSBN force because almost all units could strike targets in the
continental United States from within the Arctic icecap and/or from home

waters.

56. The size of the SSBN force in the 1990s will be governed largely by the status of
East-West arms limitation agreements and developments in strategic offensive
and defensive technology. If the SALT I limit of 950 modern submarine launch
tubes remains in effect, the number of SSBNs would decline somewhat in the
1990s because Y-class units would have to be retired on a more than one-for-one
basis to compensate for the greater number of tubes carried by new classes of
SSBNs. In the absence of arms limitation restrictions, we believe the Soviets
would increase the size of the SSBN force along with increases in the rest of their
strategic arsenal. Moreover, the Soviets may increase the proportion of the overall

strategic arsenal assigned to SSBNs if:

* Improvements in the accuracy of Western ICBM/SLBMs lead the Soviets to
judge that their SLBMs are increasingly more survivable than ICBMs.

+ Soviet SLBMs obtain a hard-target kill capability.

57. On the other hand, the Soviets probably would reduce the number of SLBM
launchers if arms control negotiations resulted in a treaty requiring substantial
cuts in the overall strategic arsenal. SLBM reductions probably would be propor-

tionate to cuts in the ICBM force, but could be more severe if:

* The Soviets perceive that the West has achieved an ASW breakthrough that
increases the vulnerability of Soviet SSBNGs.

+ Soviet SLBMs do not achieve sufficient hard-target kill capability.

* The survivability of the land-based element of Soviet strategic forces is

enhanced through the introduction of mobile ICBMs and/or ABM protection.

58. We believe that the Soviets will continue to regard their SSBN force as vulnerable
to enemy ASW forces through the 1990s. In this time frame, the SSBN force will
consist primarily of older D and Y-class units—in the 1990s, Y and D units will
compose over three-quarters of the force; in 2000, D-class units will still consti-
tute well over half of the force. The perceived requirement to protect and support
these SSBNs is unlikely to change. Typhoon and follow-on SSBNs will be quieter
than Ys and Ds and thus less vulnerable to acoustic detection. Nevertheless, it is
unlikely that the Soviets will regard them as capable of ensuring their own surviv-

ability. The Soviets probably foresee no slackening in Western interest in ASW
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and expect that the positive effects of their quieting programs will be at least par-
tially negated by improvements in Western ASW capabilities. Moreover, the Sovi-
ets’ concept of SSBN protection is based on their apparent judgment that all
submarines are inherently vulnerable to ASW prosecution, particularly as they
exit and enter port, if they are not protected by friendly forces. The Soviets, there-
fore, do not regard SSBN vulnerability as a short-term problem that will disap-
pear as new, quieter classes are introduced. The requirement to protect and
support SSBNs will thus remain an integral part of the strategic strike mission
and the most important initial wartime task of a large portion of Northern and

Pacific Fleet general purpose forces through the remainder of the century.

We expect that Typhoon and follow-on SSBNs would be deployed in wartime in
much the same fashion as D-class SSBNs—primarily in “havens” close to Soviet
territory. Other measures to decrease the vulnerability of Soviet SSBNs probably

would include:
* More extensive use of patrols under the icecap.

¢ Introduction of an ELF communications system (perhaps in 1983), making it
possible for units to receive communications while remaining at patrol depth

or under ice.

Although such a move is unlikely, the Soviets might choose to deploy a few Ty-
phoons to open-ocean areas in more southerly latitudes. The Soviets might use
such open-ocean deployments to complicate the US defensive problem by requiring
ASW forces to conduct open-ocean search in vast areas where sound surveillance
system (SOSUS) coverage is limited. This could increase the survivability of SSBNs
in havens by dispersing enemy ASW forces. Notwithstanding this potential benefit,
the disadvantages of deploying SSBNs to distant areas would make this an unlikely
option for wartime deployment. In particular, the transit through potentially

enemy-controlled waters argues against SSBN deployments to southern latitudes.

We do not believe that likely changes in Soviet SLBM capabilities or in the Soviet
perception of NATO’s ASW capability will lead to significant changes in the way
Soviet SLBMs would be employed in wartime. A substantial number of SLBMs
probably would still be withheld from the initial strategic nuclear exchange for
subsequent strikes and as a residual force. One consequence of such a withhold-
ing policy is a need to sustain SSBN protection operations during the nuclear as
well as the conventional phase of the war. The greater endurance features that we
believe the Soviets will continue to build into their general purpose units will be
useful in this task. Such improved endurance is likely to stem from factors integral

to the combat units themselves—such as nuclear power for surface ships, larger
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FIGURE 18
V-1lI-Class SSN

62.

63.

magazine capability, and improved damage control—rather than from a major

increase in the size of the naval auxiliary force.

The Soviets will probably continue to allocate SLBMs for initial strike operations
against the United States for targets such as soft command, control, and commu-
nications facilities and bomber bases. SS-N-8 and SS-N-18 SLBMs launched from
D-class units and possibly SLCMs from forward-deployed attack submarines
would assume more of the Soviet Navy’s initial strike role as Y-class SSBNs are re-
tired or converted. The Soviet Navy’s ability to participate in counterforce strikes
would be enhanced considerably if the accuracy of SLBMs could be improved to
the point where they would be effective against hardened targets such as ICBM si-
los. All agencies agree that the Soviets place a high priority on achieving improved
accuracy for the SLBMs planned for testing in the middle and late 1980s. There
are different interpretations as to whether and when the Soviets would opt to de-
ploy SLBMs with a hard-target capability. One view holds that this capability
probably will be achieved in the late 1980s.' Another view holds that such a capa-
bility could not be achieved before the early 1990s and that it would require ma-
jor efforts, which the Soviets may not be willing to undertake because of costs in
system reliability and the number of deliverable reentry vehicles (RVs).” All agen-
cies believe that, despite the increased utility for initial nuclear strikes that a
hard-target capability could provide, many such SLBMs, if deployed, would prob-
ably still be withheld from the initial exchanges for use in subsequent strikes or as

a residual force.

Soviet Naval Land-Attack Cruise Missile. The Soviet Navy is developing a sea-
launched, land-attack cruise missile similar to the US Tomahawk. This missile,
designated the SS-NX-21, is expected to become operational by 1983 or 1984. It is
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estimated to be compatible with the torpedo tubes of all Soviet submarines and
possibly for employment on a variety of surface combatants. We believe it is designed
to carry a nuclear warhead, probably has a terrain contour matching position up-
date system (TERCOM), and is probably capable of 2,700 km at subsonic speeds.’

We believe that the primary application of the SS-NX-21 will be as a submarine-
launched weapon for nuclear strikes against theater targets, but it might be used
during a first strike against targets in the continental United States, such as com-
mand, control, and communications facilities and naval and bomber bases, de-
spite its range and speed limitations. We believe the Soviets will choose to
concentrate nuclear-armed SS-NX-21s in a few of their newest SSNs. The best
candidate for such a role is the projected new class of SSN, which we believe will
be quieter and larger than current Soviet SSNs and have the command, control,
and communications and fire control capabilities necessary for employing
SLCMs. V-1IIIs (see figure 18) would also be suitable. Another possible candidate
would be those few dismantled Y-class SSBNs, which presumably will retain their
sophisticated ship’s internal navigation system and require the least modification
of existing classes to carry SLCMs. If the Soviets opt for a dedicated SLCM sub-
marine, they may initiate periodic peacetime SLCM patrols off the US east and
west coasts. Patrols by SLCM submarines could eventually replace Y-class SSBN
patrols in the western Atlantic and eastern Pacific. In Soviet eyes, such SLCM pa-
trols could offer the dividend of forcing the United States to invest in an ex-

panded early warning/air defense system to counter the new threat.

Concentration of the missiles on a few units, however, would place them in the
same category as the early SSBNs—platforms that were high-value targets for
Western ASW and which, because of their missile range, had to operate relatively
close to Western territory. The Soviets therefore could deploy the SS-NX-21 as
part of the weapons load of a large number of submarines. Assuming that the
missile is compatible with the standard Soviet 53-cm torpedo tubes, the
SS-NX-21 could be employed in modified SSNs/SSGNs such as the V-1, V-II, A,
and O-classes or even possibly in diesel-electric units. We believe this use of a
larger number of submarines would be less likely because these submarines are
required for important ASW and antisurface warfare (ASUW) tasks, and some of
them—particularly the diesel-electric units—may not have sufficient command,
control, and communications capabilities or space for necessary additional fire

control and navigation systems.

We do not know whether the Soviets are developing a version of the SS-NX-21
with a nonnuclear warhead. [TEXT DELETED]| SLCMs armed with nonnuclear



67.

68.

NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATE 153

warheads would be useful against theater targets (such as US SOSUS facilities)
and for concentrated attacks on Iceland, the United Kingdom, Spain, the Philip-
pines, Guam, and other important targets that would be difficult to reach and
costly to attack with Soviet land-based aircraft. Nonnuclear-armed SLCMs could
be employed on current attack submarines with fire control system modification.
Such deployment, however, would involve some trade-offs for general purpose
submarines, reducing their capability to perform their traditional antiship and

antisubmarine tasks because:

* Each SS-NX-21 carried will reduce the number of torpedoes carried by one

or two.

+ In some instances the operating areas required for land-attack cruise missile
launches would differ considerably from those required for optimum ASW

and antiship operations.

The Soviets probably recognize that proliferation of SLCMs could also represent a
significant impediment to future arms control agreements since it would be virtu-

ally impossible to verify which submarines were strategic arms carriers.

The Soviets may also be considering placing SS-NX-21s on some of their princi-
pal surface combatants. [TEXT DELETED] Surface-launched SS-NX-21s proba-
bly would be limited to strikes against theater targets, although occasional
peacetime deployments of SLCM-armed surface combatants off the US coasts
(for example, to Cuba) might be viewed by the Soviets as having significant politi-

cal value.

The successful development and deployment of the SS-NX-21 is undoubtedly an
item of high interest to the Soviet national leadership as well as the naval com-
mand. If, as we expect, it is to be deployed primarily as a nuclear weapon aboard
dedicated submarines, the Soviet Navy’s strike capability, particularly against the-
ater targets, will be enhanced considerably with minimal impact on its other mis-
sions and capabilities. By giving the Soviet Navy yet another nuclear-capable
land-attack system, the SS-NX-21 could increase the stature and utility of the
navy within the Soviet military/political establishment and conceivably result in
the provision of additional assets to protect the SS-NX-21—carrying units. At the
same time, the SS-NX-21 is a weapon system with significant potential political
value to the Soviet leadership in future arms limitation negotiations. In fact, it is
conceivable that the Soviet SLCM has been developed partly as a bargaining chip
for US nuclear land-attack cruise missiles. If it is deployed, the SS-NX-21 would
add a new dimension to Soviet Navy capabilities and would complicate the defen-

sive tasks of Western forces.
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69. Strategic ASW against Ballistic and Land-Attack Cruise Missile Submarines. The

Soviets recognize that their strategic ASW task will become not only more impor-
tant but increasingly difficult during the 1980s and 1990s. During this period they

almost certainly expect:

» Longer range SLBMs to enter service in the US, French, and British navies. The
US/UK Trident IT D-5 (6,000-nm range), for example, will greatly increase the
ocean areas from which such missiles can strike Soviet territory (see figure 19).

*  Western SLBMs such as the US Trident II D-5 to achieve sufficient accuracy

for use against hard targets.

*  Western general purpose submarines to be armed with long-range, nuclear

land-attack cruise missiles such as the US Tomahawk.

*  Western programs to improve SSBN survivability through noise reduction,

more reliable communications, and better sensors.

e China’s first SSBNs to enter service.

70. We expect that the Soviets will seek to improve the ASW capability of their sub-

marines, surface ships, and aircraft in several ways, especially:

» Improved sonar systems, most notably the deployment of towed passive arrays,

low-frequency sonobuoy systems, and associated signal processing equipment.
+ Increased emphasis on quieting of attack submarines.
* Development of nonacoustic sensors.

Such efforts probably will significantly improve Soviet capability to conduct ASW
in relatively small areas. They could, therefore, be vitally important for the protec-
tion of Soviet SSBN havens against intrusion by Western SSNs. Such improve-
ments also could enhance the capability of Soviet SSNs to detect Western SSBNs
as they exit their bases or pass through choke points. We do not believe, however,
that such efforts will substantially improve the Soviet capability to counter West-
ern SSBNs effectively, because none of them are likely to solve the Soviet Navy’s

major problem—the inability to detect SSBNs in open-ocean areas.

71. We believe the Soviets will continue to seek such a detection capability through

the development of sensors whose range or search rate can cover broad ocean
areas. Approaches that the Soviets may explore in developing such a capability

include:

* A system of fixed passive sonar arrays installed in Western SSBN operating
areas, comparable to the US SOSUS system. A major problem in creating such

a system probably would be the large number of arrays needed to have a
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FIGURE 19
Soviet Navy’s View of Potential Search Areas for Its ASW Operations
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reasonable chance of detecting SSBNs, which will be even quieter in the 1990s.
Another problem would be the probable requirement for several shore
facilities in Third World countries to serve as initial processing points for the
data. The Soviets’ use of fixed sensors has thus far been limited to equipment
installed near their own territory. We have no evidence that they are planning a

worldwide system, which would take several years to install.
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 Aircraft or a space-based system relying on nonacoustic sensors. To be effective,
such a system would have to be able to cover broad ocean areas rapidly and to
relay detection data both to shore facilities and ASW platforms. The develop-
ment of such a system would be a logical evolution of current Soviet use of
satellites in monitoring the activity of Western surface units. It would, how-
ever, require a breakthrough in nonacoustic sensor development that cannot
be predicted. The Soviets are continuing their research into the use of non-
acoustic sensors, despite a long history of apparent failure. Our limited knowl-
edge of their program’s precise nature [TEXT DELETED] makes it impossible

to predict with confidence their chances of success.

* The development of towed passive acoustic arrays with increased performance
due to array and signal-processing improvements. Such arrays could be
developed by the 1990s. If deployed in large numbers, such as on hundreds of
research ships and intelligence collectors, these arrays could theoretically
provide initial detection of older Western SSBNs. The arrays, however,
probably would not be effective against the quieter Ohio-class SSBNs, and their
capability against even the older Western SSBNs while patrolling would be
very limited. In addition, tactical and technical countermeasures could further

reduce the vulnerability of older units.

72. We do not believe the Soviets will be able to solve the initial detection problem

during the period of this Estimate. For this reason, we expect that the Soviet Navy
will continue to focus its anti-SSBN efforts on attempting to detect and attack
Western SSBNSs as they exit their bases or pass through choke points. If, however,
through some technological breakthrough the Soviets were able to detect Western
SSBNs in the open ocean, they would then have a new problem of how to attack
them. Such attacks might be conducted by the traditional technique of deploying
surface, submarine, and/or air units to the datum. This approach would require
that the Soviets deploy larger numbers of general purpose naval units at greater
distances from Soviet territory than is currently anticipated. In addition to attack
submarines, these operations might involve surface combatants, including carrier
battle groups. ASW aircraft operating from Third World airfields could cover at
least some SSBN operating areas if access rights were granted and the host coun-
try were willing to risk becoming a belligerent. Unless there were a substantial in-
crease in the size of the Soviet Navy or the detection breakthrough enabled the
Soviets to provide SSBNs protection with fewer general purpose units, such a
change in naval wartime deployments would require sacrificing some of the capa-
bility to protect the SSBN havens.



73.

74.

75.

NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATE 157

The Soviet Navy’s strategic ASW problem will be further complicated by the
United States’ plan to arm its newest classes of attack submarines—potentially
over 70 units—with the land-attack version of the Tomahawk SLCM. Although
there are plans for a conventional variant, the Soviets are undoubtedly most con-
cerned with the strategic implications of nuclear-tipped SLCMs. The employment
of such SLCMs will complicate the Soviet ASW problem in two ways:

* The number of US strategic-missile-firing submarines will triple.

* The range of the nuclear Tomahawk will allow SLCM-armed submarines to
strike Soviet territory from areas where it will be difficult for the Soviets to

concentrate ASW forces.

Much of the defensive requirement against Tomahawk-armed submarines would
coincide with and overlap other ASW efforts against Western units within Soviet
sea-control/sea-denial areas. To reach targets deep within the USSR from the Nor-
wegian Sea or Northwest Pacific, for example, Tomahawk-armed submarines
would have to approach Soviet territory. In doing so they would pass through at
least some of the echeloned ASW defenses the Soviets would establish to protect
their SSBNs. Some targets near the Soviet coast, on the other hand, could be
reached by SLCMs fired from the outer edges of the Northern and Pacific Fleets’
defensive thresholds. SLCM-armed submarines operating in these areas would be
able to avoid the bulk of the Soviet ASW defenses in the Norwegian Sea and Pa-

cific Ocean.

One option available to the Soviets to counter this threat could be to extend the
area of sea-denial operations, possibly out to about 3,000 kilometers. The Soviets
probably believe that a capability to conduct more extended sea denial will largely
depend on their ability to contest the air superiority and ASW capability afforded
NATO by carrier and land-based aircraft in areas such as the GIUK gap. They
probably also believe that their ability to contest such airspace will necessitate op-
erations by future surface combatant task groups, including CTOL aircraft carri-
ers, at greater range from Soviet territory than currently planned. Any extension
of the area for sea-denial operations therefore will probably be accompanied by a
corresponding extension of initial sea-control areas—possibly as far as 2,000 kilo-
meters. This would be more feasible for the Northern Fleet than for the Pacific
Fleet. Given improved air cover from carrier-based aircraft in the 1990s and/or
from captured airfields in Norway, the Northern Fleet could shift the focus of its
ASW efforts away from the SSBN havens in Arctic waters southward to the GIUK
gap. Control of the gap would both significantly increase Soviet capabilities to

contest Western use of the Norwegian Sea as an SLCM launch area and help
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protect Northern Fleet SSBNs from enemy ASW forces. Access to the Northwest
Pacific Basin, on the other hand, is not restricted by any choke points that would
facilitate a more forward-oriented ASW strategy. The Soviets, however, probably
do not believe that the threat from SLCMs would be as great in the Pacific as in
the Norwegian Sea. They probably expect that the majority of US SLCM-armed
submarines would be deployed in European waters from which the more numer-

ous military and economic targets located in the western USSR could be engaged.

The Soviets believe submarine-launched cruise missiles can also reach targets in
the western USSR when fired from the central Mediterranean and North seas,
areas where the Soviets plan sea-denial operations against carrier battle groups
but probably only limited ASW efforts (see figure 20). Countering SLCM subma-
rines in these areas could pose some tough choices for the Soviets. Any additional
submarines deployed to these areas would lessen force allocations for other mis-
sions such as SSBN protection, prosecution of Western SSBNs, and interdiction of
Western sea lines of communication. If the Soviets do opt for increased ASW ef-
forts in the North and Mediterranean seas, they probably would allocate more
diesel submarines for barrier patrols in the northern entrance to the North Sea

and in Mediterranean choke points such as the Straits of Gibraltar and Sicily.

. The Soviets could ultimately decide that the required allocation of resources and

the opportunity costs involved in countering SLCM-armed submarines in their
patrol areas were too costly. Given their limited ASW detection capabilities, more-
over, the Soviets probably would be pessimistic about their ability to counter
SLCM-armed submarines in areas such as the central Mediterranean and the
North Sea, even if substantial forces were deployed there. An alternate strategy
might limit efforts specifically aimed at the cruise missile submarine to deploying
a few attack submarines in the approaches to Western attack submarine bases—
efforts similar to the Soviets’ anti-SSBN tactics. Major emphasis would then be
placed on countering the missiles themselves through a combination of improved

land-based air defense systems.

78. Antisurface Warfare (ASUW). Although the Soviets view Western submarines as

the major naval threat to their territory and SSBN havens, their perception of the
threat from Western surface forces and the importance they attach to ASUW are
likely to increase during the next two decades. Carrier battle groups will continue
to be perceived as major threats to Soviet and Warsaw Pact territory, SSBN ha-
vens, and operations in the land TVDs. Concern with carrier battle groups will re-

main high because of:
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Soviet expectations that the number of carriers in NATO will at least remain
constant and probably increase as the result of US plans to expand to a
15-battle-group navy, the reemergence of sea-based, fixed-wing aviation in the

Royal Navy, and French and Spanish plans for new carrier construction.

Expected improvements in the offensive capability of carriers by equipping

their aircraft with cruise missiles such as Tomahawk.

Improvements in the ability of carrier battle groups to defend themselves

against attack through such programs as the AEGIS air defense system.

79. Further, the Soviets will no longer be able to concentrate on aircraft carriers as the

80.

only Western surface units posing a significant threat to their territory. The Sovi-

ets are fully aware of US plans to equip battleships, cruisers, and destroyers with

the land-attack version of the Tomahawk missile. They realize that this would re-

sult in a substantial increase in the number of Western surface combatants capa-

ble of striking the USSR with nuclear weapons. This would greatly complicate

their strategic defensive task because any surface combatant would have to be

considered a potential nuclear threat.

To meet this threat the Soviet Navy will continue efforts to improve its ASUW ca-

pabilities. Of particular importance will be:

Construction of general purpose submarines equipped with advanced antiship
torpedoes and cruise missiles. Construction of the O-class SSGN, with its 24
SS-N-19 missiles, is likely to continue into the 1990s, as will that of torpedo-
equipped SSNs and SSs. The tactical distinction between cruise-missile-
equipped submarines (SSGN, SSG) and torpedo attack units (SSN, SS) would
become less clear if the Soviets introduced antiship cruise missiles that can be

fired from torpedo tubes.

Construction of surface combatants equipped with antiship missiles. The
number of major surface combatants armed with such missiles is likely to
increase substantially as a result of current construction programs (Kirov, Kiev,
BLK-COM-1, Sovremennyy) and their projected follow-ons. There is evidence,
moreover, that the SS-N-14 ASW cruise missile may have a secondary antiship

capability.

Continued production of Backfire bombers for Soviet Naval Aviation and a
probable new bomber in the late 1980s to early 1990s to replace the Badgers
and Blinders, as well as a possible increase in the number of SNA missile
regiments. In addition, aircraft introduced in the 1990s may incorporate

Stealth technology to make them less susceptible to detection.
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FIGURE 20
Soviet View of Tomahawk
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We believe this illustration, although published in hawk: from surface ships (1), aircraft (2), submarines
an unclassified Soviet naval journal, accurately (3),and ground launchers(4).
reflects Soviet concern regarding potential use and
employment areas for the Tomahawk. Soviet caption: . )
“This is how NATO strategists propose using Toma- Morskoy Sbornik (Naval Digest)
No. 5, 1980
“Attention: Tomahawk!”
Capt. First Rank B. Rodionov

* Deployment of more capable sea-based fighter-bombers, both VSTOL aircraft
operating from Kiev-class ships and CTOL aircraft operating from a new class
of carrier.

The introduction of these new platforms will greatly increase the number of mis-
siles available for attack and will coincide with other efforts to improve ASUW ca-
pability. In particular:
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+ Improvements are likely in antiship missiles, especially in target discrimination
capability, survivability, and reaction times. The SS-NX-22, for example, is
much faster (Mach 2+) and can approach the target at lower altitudes [TEXT
DELETED] than such currently operational missiles as the SS-N-2 and
SS-N-9. We believe the SS-NX-22 will be operational on Sovremennyy and

Tarantul-class units in 1983.

* The capability of the radar ocean reconnaissance satellite (RORSAT) to detect
ships and distinguish target size probably will be enhanced.

» Evolutionary improvements are likely in the electronic-intelligence ocean
reconnaissance satellite (EORSAT) directed toward increased longevity,
enhanced probability of detection, and continuous targeting capability
through higher orbits, better sensors, and a wider field of view. We expect the
Soviets will continue to convert older submarines and equip new surface and
submarine units with the capability to use real time EORSAT (and RORSAT)

data to support antiship cruise missile systems.

* The development of a synthetic aperture radar oceanographic satellite to
provide improved all-weather, worldwide naval surveillance is possible during

the latter period of this Estimate.

¢ Some new AAVGK bombers, possibly including a version of the Blackjack,
could be configured for a maritime strike role. With an estimated radius of
some 3,200 to 4,000 nautical miles, the Blackjack could attack Western surface

targets in the central Atlantic from Soviet territory.

The execution of the ASUW task probably will continue to be primarily concen-
trated in areas such as the Norwegian and North seas, the eastern Mediterranean,
and the northwestern Pacific—the principal areas from which carrier aircraft and
sea-based cruise missiles could be launched against Soviet territory. Coordination
of Soviet submarine and surface ship operations with those of land-based me-
dium bombers is improved by concentrating ASUW in these areas. Soviet
ASUW doctrine is likely to continue its emphasis on “first salvo” attacks—
tracking Western surface units during the prewar period of tensions and attack-
ing the most important of them with maximum force at the outset of hostilities.
The Soviets undoubtedly recognize that this goal will become more difficult to
achieve as the number of important targets grows through the introduction of
the nuclear Tomahawk and increases in the number of NATO surface battle
groups and improved missile defensive systems such as AEGIS. The prolifera-
tion of high-value targets is likely to contribute to a greater emphasis on ASUW

operations of extended duration (days and weeks rather than minutes and hours).
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Indications of such emphasis are already visible in exercises and in weapons-loading

features of new units.

Although most ASUW operations will be concentrated relatively close to Soviet
territory, the Soviets probably will seek by the mid-1980s to extend the outer edge
of the Northern and Pacific Fleet sea-denial area somewhat beyond the current
threshold of roughly 2,000 kilometers to counter the long range of Western
SLCMs. Some attacks at much greater distances from Soviet territory are possible.
Among the options they might find attractive for such operations are the deploy-
ment of missile-equipped aircraft to bases outside the USSR—if the host country
were willing to risk becoming a belligerent—and equipping SNA with long-range
bombers such as the Blackjack A now under development. A less likely possibility
is the use of ballistic missiles against surface ships at sea. [TEXT DELETED] Al-
though the Soviets probably do not consider the ASUW problem to be as difficult
as ASW, they apparently expect it to remain a major and growing challenge
through the 1990s.

Antiair Warfare at Sea. The Soviets recognize that the ability of their surface ships
to conduct ASW and ASUW operations and project power beyond the range of
land-based air cover is heavily dependent on their capability to defend themselves
against air attack. The successful use of sea-skimming antiship missiles in the
Falklands crisis probably has increased the already evident Soviet concern over
the proliferation of these weapons in Western navies. The Soviets also realize that
Western use of radar-cross-section reduction techniques will further complicate
defense efforts against cruise missiles. In the past, the Soviets’ air defense efforts
concentrated primarily on point defense and self-protection weapons. Recent
Gatling and dual-purpose gun systems, the new SA-NX-7 SAM, and the probable
Udaloy SAM system continue this philosophy.

The SA-N-6 SAM being deployed on cruisers of the Kirov and BLK-COM-1
classes, however, is a long-range system that could provide the Soviets their first
genuine area air defense capability against aircraft. There is disagreement within
the US Intelligence Community on the capability of the SA-N-6 to engage low-
altitude, low-radar-cross-section antiship cruise missiles. Some" believe the
SA-N-6 has such a capability. Others’ believe that the SA-N-6 may encounter severe
guidance and fusing problems when used against cruise missiles, such as the Har-
poon, which have a small radar cross section [TEXT DELETED]. We expect that the
SA-N-6 or follow-on area air defense weapons will be deployed on all future cruisers.

The Soviets also probably will improve their defensive systems’ signal process-

ing capability and will continue to improve radar performance. Other likely
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developments in naval air defense will include improvements in handling multi-
ple targets, better low-altitude fusing and target detection in a sea clutter environ-
ment, and additional electronic countermeasures (ECM) and electronic

counter-countermeasures (ECCM).

86. In addition to continued work in gun and missile technology, the Soviets are ex-
ploring the potential value of laser air defense weapons. It is likely that the Soviet
Navy now has an R&D facility test area for high-energy lasers to explore
shipborne air defense applications. It is possible that a prototype laser weapon,
perhaps a low-energy system designed to counter electro-optical systems, will be
installed on some new ship classes in the mid-to-late 1980s. We also believe a na-
val high-energy laser weapon may be operational by 1990. If laser weapons prove
practical in a naval environment, we expect them to be deployed on many Soviet
principal surface combatants by the year 2000, particularly for close-in and

low-level defense against cruise missiles.

87. Soviet fleet air defense capability will be further enhanced by the introduction of
high-performance fighter aircraft on the projected new class of aircraft carrier
(see next paragraph). The overall effectiveness of the Soviets’ efforts to protect
their surface fleet, however, will depend on their ability to integrate the opera-
tions of carrier and land-based aircraft with shipborne SAM, gun, and laser sys-
tems. We believe the Soviets are working on a system to coordinate their air
defense assets through the use of airborne warning and control system (AWACS)
and possibly carrier-based airborne early warning (AEW) aircraft in conjunc-
tion with shipborne air warfare control centers to provide a communications/
navigation/identification net (CNI). This will allow exchange of command and
control and reliable IFF data (a system to differentiate between friendly and hos-
tile units) and provide a common navigation baseline for participants in a more
integrated and effective air warfare system. During the period of this Estimate,
however, we believe Soviet efforts will evolve slowly, primarily because of lack of
experience in the complex management of fleet air defense operations involving

both aircraft and ships.

88. Air Power at Sea. The most notable change in the Soviet Navy in the next 10 to 20
years probably will be the introduction of its first Western-style aircraft carriers—
that is, ships equipped with catapults and arresting gear and thereby capable of
handling CTOL high-performance aircraft. We expect that the first of these ships,
probably a 60,000-ton unit with nuclear propulsion, will become operational by
about 1990 and that three or four could be in service by the end of the century.

Each ship probably could carry an air group of some 60 aircraft.
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Although aircraft carriers will enhance Soviet capabilities to project power and
influence in distant areas, we believe their primary mission will be to help expand
the area of Northern and Pacific Fleet wartime sea-control operations. During a
general war, Soviet aircraft carrier operations probably will focus initially on pro-
viding air defense for surface groups supporting Soviet SSBNs and defending the
sea approaches to the USSR in the Norwegian Sea and Northwest Pacific Basin.
The air cover provided by carrier-based fighter aircraft probably will allow the So-
viets to operate surface units at greater distances from Pact territory than cur-

rently envisioned. Other tasks of Soviet carrier aircraft could include:
+ Conducting ASW with embarked helicopters.
+ Attacking Western surface units.

* Escorting land-based reconnaissance, strike, and ASW aircraft during part of

their operations.
+ Attacking Western land bases and facilities.
+ Attacking Western aerial resupply efforts.

In conducting such operations, Soviet carriers will operate with other surface
units and possibly submarines and land-based aircraft. Their lack of experience in
such complex operations, however, suggests that it will be at least the mid-1990s

before a reasonable standard of operational proficiency can be attained.

Although the construction of a new class of aircraft carrier is apparently the pol-
icy of the present Soviet political and naval leadership, it is the type of program
that could suffer from changes in such leadership and from economic problems.
The enormous costs involved, not only for the ships themselves but for the air
group, supporting vessels, and shore-based infrastructure, could make the pro-
gram vulnerable to cancellation or delay if the Politburo seeks to reduce the bur-

den of defense expenditures.

Regardless of Soviet decisions concerning CTOL aircraft carriers, the Soviet Navy
probably will introduce improvements in its VSTOL aircraft units aboard the four
Kiev-class ships. Such improvements are likely to involve a replacement for the

Forger that has greater endurance, speed, payload, and air defense capability.

Protection of State Interests in Peacetime and Limited War. Although the primary
emphasis in Soviet naval developments will continue to be on improving capabili-
ties in a war with NATO, Soviet writings, construction programs, and exercises in-
dicate a growing recognition of the value of naval forces in situations short of

general war. Programs currently identified or projected by the US Intelligence
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Community will result by the mid-to-late 1990s in substantial improvements in

the Soviet Navy’s capability to project power and influence in distant areas.

The most important improvement will stem from the construction of aircraft car-
riers capable of handling high-performance aircraft. The lack of adequate air sup-
port has been the major operational weakness of Soviet naval forces in distant
areas. A force of two carriers with a total of some 120 aircraft would eliminate
much of this weakness. Although much smaller than the US carrier force, it
would provide the basis for establishing air superiority in many Third World situ-
ations in which the West did not become involved. Soviet writings concerning the

use of carriers emphasize their value in show-the-flag and limited-war situations.

Projected improvements in Soviet amphibious forces will also contribute to an
improved capability to project power in distant areas. We expect continued grad-
ual construction of naval amphibious ships, including additional LPDs (Landing
Ship, Personnel Dock) as well as smaller units. The Soviets also will continue ex-
ploring the use of advanced cargo ships such as roll-on/roll-off and ocean-going
barge carrier (LASH) ships in amphibious landings. The Soviet naval infantry
(now at a strength of about 14,000) will grow, perhaps to some 18,000 to 20,000
men. Additional amphibious assault forces will be available from ground forces

units trained in such operations.

We do not believe that these estimated improvements will be sufficient to enable
the Soviets to conduct amphibious operations in distant areas during a war with
NATO. Such wartime operations will continue to emphasize areas on the Soviet
periphery. Nor will such improvements make it practical to conduct landings in
situations in which Western forces would be in opposition. These improvements,
however, will provide Soviet leaders with a much-improved capability to over-
come the opposition that could be offered by most Third World countries, espe-
cially those that were intrinsically weak or beset by internal divisions. Such
improvements could also be used to support client states involved in military op-
erations against other states or internal opponents. We believe that certain aspects
of the recent exercise ZAPAD-81 suggest an interest in testing planning concepts

for amphibious operations in the Third World.

The amount of time spent by Soviet general purpose units outside home waters is
likely to increase only slightly in the 1980s and 1990s. Constraints on a major in-

crease in regular out-of-area deployments probably will continue to include:

* The need to retain most naval forces close to Soviet home waters and in a
readiness condition for rapid deployment to major wartime operating areas

such as the Norwegian Sea.
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* The fuel, maintenance, and personnel costs of out-of-area deployments, even

at the low levels of activity typical of Soviet units.

* A possible recognition by the Soviets that the usefulness of deployed naval
forces is not necessarily a direct correlation of size, but also involves capability

and the value of any naval presence as a signal of Soviet interest in an area.

Changes in out-of-area deployments are likely to be most significant in terms of
the capabilities of the units involved (new aircraft carriers, Ivan Rogovs, Kirovs,
and so forth) and the areas in which they will operate. The areas in which the So-
viets maintain a permanent naval presence (Mediterranean, Indian Ocean, South
China Sea, West Africa) are likely to undergo further gradual expansion in re-
sponse to political imperatives, primarily a desire to support the maintenance of
established “socialist” regimes and the creation of new ones. Among the most
likely candidate areas for such permanent naval presence are the Caribbean and
the Philippine Sea. To support such operations, the Soviets will continue their at-

tempts to achieve increased access to foreign facilities.

In addition to supporting peacetime naval operations, the Soviets probably would
seek to use facilities in Third World countries in both a war against NATO and
other lesser conflicts. The most likely role of such facilities in wartime would be as
positions from which Western force movements can be monitored during the pe-
riod of tension before the outbreak of war. We therefore expect to see continued
efforts to obtain the use of airfields to support reconnaissance flights, as well as
the establishment of SIGINT, communications, and possibly submarine-tracking
facilities. The Soviets probably will continue to regard the use, especially the sus-
tained use, of facilities in Third World countries in wartime as questionable be-
cause of their vulnerability and the possible unwillingness of host governments to
risk becoming belligerents. The advantages to the Soviet Navy, however, of using
such facilities are potentially substantial, particularly in operations against SSBNs
and carrier battle groups. We think it likely, therefore, that efforts will be made to
develop relations with Third World countries that will make wartime use of facili-

ties, especially by aircraft, a more realistic possibility.

III. Prospects for the Soviet Navy

98.

We believe that an examination of the current role of the Navy in Soviet military
strategy, naval R&D, and construction programs, and the key issues facing Soviet
planners enables us to make a judgment as to the most likely course of develop-
ment for the Navy over the remainder of this century. We recognize, however, that

an estimate covering such a long period of political, economic, and technological
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changes must be viewed with caution. An examination of some less likely but still
feasible courses of development is therefore included as well. These alternative
courses of development are not meant to be exhaustive but rather to indicate

some of the types of variables that could change our baseline estimate.

A. Baseline Estimate

99.

100.

101.

We believe that the wartime strategy of the Soviet Navy will remain essentially un-
changed over the next 15 to 20 years in terms of major tasks and the composition
of forces to carry out those tasks. The requirement to counter advances in West-
ern naval offensive capabilities, however, probably will cause the Soviets gradually
to expand the areas in which their forces would be deployed for sea-control/sea-
denial operations. They will introduce new weapon platforms and systems into
the Navy and will seek an improved capability to use those weapons. We believe,
however, that these changes will occur within the framework of the Soviets’ pres-
ent strategy because they probably will continue to view it as offering the best

chance of accomplishing their vital wartime tasks.

The single most important mission of the Navy will continue to be strategic
strike, primarily using SLBMs and possibly SLCMs. The importance of sea-based
nuclear strike assets within the USSR’s overall military strategy could grow

because:

* The percentage of Soviet strategic nuclear warheads assigned to SSBN's will

increase as Typhoons with MIRVed SLBMs enter service.

*  New Soviet SLBMs could be sufficiently accurate to be used effectively against
hardened targets.

» Soviet silo-based strategic systems may become more vulnerable.

The combination of increased SLBM accuracy and fixed intercontinental ballistic
missile (ICBM) vulnerability could provide powerful incentives for the Soviet Union
to move an even larger portion of its strategic strike capability to sea. Although
such a shift probably would be resisted by other elements within the Soviet armed
forces, especially the Strategic Rocket Forces, it will continue to be advocated by
the Soviet naval leadership and has a reasonable chance of gaining political

endorsement.

We nonetheless believe the Soviets will continue to regard their SSBNs as vulnera-
ble to enemy ASW forces throughout the period 